SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

City of San Jose
Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report 2010-1 |
Annual Report on City Government Performance

A Report from the City Auditor
Report #11-10
December 201 |


lupe.gonzalez
Sticky Note
MigrationConfirmed set by lupe.gonzalez

lupe.gonzalez
Sticky Note
MigrationConfirmed set by lupe.gonzalez

lupe.gonzalez
Sticky Note
Accepted set by lupe.gonzalez

lupe.gonzalez
Sticky Note
Accepted set by lupe.gonzalez


THIS REPORT WAS REPRODUCED AT TAXPAYERS’ EXPENSE

You are welcome to keep this copy if it is useful to you.
If you no longer need this copy, you are encouraged to return it to:

Office of the City Auditor
City of San José
200 East Santa Clara Street
San José, CA 95113

We maintain an inventory of past audit reports, and your cooperation
will help us save on extra copying costs.



CITY OF & December 15, 201 |
SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

City of San José
Office of the City Auditor

Honorable City Council
City of San José Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report 2010-1 |

We are pleased to present the fourth annual Service Efforts and Accomplishments (SEA) Report for the City of San José. This report contributes to good
governance and transparency by providing residents and decision makers with timely, accurate information and independent analysis. Unlike most of our
audits, the SEA report offers no recommendations to improve City services. The report is intended to be informational and to provide the public with an
overview of the services the City provides.

Using data available from City departments, the SEA report summarizes and highlights performance results and compares those results over five years. The
report provides cost, workload, and performance data for City services. It includes historical trends, comparisons to targets and other cities when
appropriate and available.

The SEA report also includes the results from San José’s first year of participation in The National Citizen Survey.™ Resident opinions and perceptions about
City services help inform decision makers about how well the City is responding to residents’ needs. The National Citizen Survey™is a collaborative effort
between the National Research Center, Inc. (NRC) and International City/County Management Association (ICMA). San José residents received a mail survey
in September 201 | and were asked their opinions about overall quality of life in San José and about specific City services.

Overall Spending and Staffing

With a population of 958,789, San José is the tenth largest city in the United States and the third largest city in California. The City of San José serves one of
the most racially diverse populations in California—about one-third Asian, one-third Hispanic, and one-third white. In 2010-11, the City’s departmental
operating expenditures were about $1.32 billion*, or about $1,374 per resident including:

e $303 for Police ®  $48 Finance, Retirement, Information Technology, and Human Resources
®  $229 for Citywide, General Fund Capital, Transfers, and Reserves ®  $40 for Mayor, City Council, and Council Appointees

® $192 for Environmental Services ® $32 for Library

e $160 for Fire ® $30 for Convention Facilities and Economic Development

e $ 85 for Public Works ®  $28 Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement

® 3§ 68 for Transportation ® $19 for Redevelopment

® 3 68 for Airport ® 310 for Housing

°

$ 62 for Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services * The City’s Operating Budget totaled $2.7 billion, which includes the above expenditures as well vari-

ous non-General Fund operating and enterprise fund expenditures (e.g., capital expenditures, debt
service, pass-through grant funds) and operating or other reserves.



Overall Spending and Staffing Challenges

2010-11 was the ninth consecutive year of budget cuts for the City of San José. The City closed an $118.5 million General Fund shortfall through the
approval of the 2010-11 budget. A combination of strategies were used to balance the budget including: |) service reductions and eliminations 2) employee
total compensation reductions 3) service delivery changes and 4) funding shifts, use of reserves, and fee/tax increases. Given the large General Fund shortfall,
significant service reductions were unavoidable. These included reduced police and fire services, reduced library hours, reduced community centers, reduced
park services, and reduced maintenance of many City facilities and transportation infrastructure. One-time funds were identified to continue some services in
2010-11.

The City’s February 2011 Forecast anticipated budget shortfalls in each of the five years of the forecast. One major driver of the now yearly General Fund
shortfalls are payments into the City’s retirement systems. As of June 30, 2010, the City had promised an estimated $7.6 billion in pension and other post-

employment benefits (OPEBs) including medical insurance, but only maintained about $4.6 billion in assets as of June 30, 201 1. In order to address this
shortfall, the City has been significantly increasing contributions to the retirement funds. In fiscal year 2000-01, annual pension and OPEB contributions
comprised 6 percent of total General Fund expenditures, they reached |7 percent in fiscal year 2010-11, and are projected to reach 22 percent of

expenditures in fiscal year 2011-12. (For more information on rising pension costs, please see the Auditor’s Office report Rising Pension Costs Threaten the
City’s Ability to Maintain Service Levels — Alternatives for a Sustainable Future.)*

As a result, operating expenditures were about 4 percent higher than one year ago and about 14 percent higher than five years ago. During that five-year
period, the City’s population increased 5 percent and inflation increased 8 percent. In 2010-11, the City had 5,906 authorized full-time equivalent positions
Citywide, 12 percent fewer than in 2009-10 and |5 percent fewer than five years ago. The result was that as many as | in 5 employees who were here in
2009-10 left the City in 2010-11. Many of the City’s employee classifications are subject to “bumping” (a process in which more senior employees displace
less senior employees as a result of job eliminations). In addition to the | in 5 who left, another | in 10 employees were bumped to another job (July I, 2011
marked the second consecutive year in which | in 10 employees changed positions).

Overall Resident Satisfaction

201 | marked San José’s first year of participation in The National Citizen Survey.™ Respondents were selected at random. Participation was encouraged with
multiple mailings and self-addressed, postage paid envelopes. Surveys were available in English, Spanish, and Vietnamese. Results were statistically re-weighted
to reflect the proper demographic composition of the entire community. The survey and its results are included in the Appendix. Results of service-specific
questions are also incorporated into the relevant departmental chapters.

Sixty-two percent of residents rated the overall quality of life in San José as good or excellent and 72 percent found San José good or excellent as a place to
live. Forty-five percent of residents rated the quality of City services as good or excellent. Thirty-two percent of residents reported that they had some
contact with City of San José employees. Of those residents, 58 percent reported that that their overall impression of City employees was good or excellent.

Major Service Results and Challenges in 2010-1 |

The City of San José provides a wide array of services that City residents, businesses, and other stakeholders count on. Many of these services do not
receive significant day-to-day attention. Some highlights include:

® In spite of staffing reductions in the Police Department, average Police response times for Priority | calls increased only slightly from 6.0 minutes to 6.1
minutes; however, average response times for Priority 2 calls increased from 12.] minutes to 3.7 minutes. San José’s rate of major crimes per 100,000
residents has decreased over the last five years and has been below the state and federal rates in each of those years. 61 percent of residents rate the
quality of Police services as good or excellent.

* http:/lwww.sanjoseca.gov/auditor/AuditReports/1010/1010.pdf



In 2010-11, the Fire Department responded to more than 52,000 emergencies — 95 percent of which were medical emergencies. Initial responding
units arrived within 8 minutes of receiving a 9-1-1 call 82.1 percent of the time. Although this was a slight decline from 2009-10, this was the fourth
straight year the Fire Department met its timeliness goal of 80 percent within 8 minutes; 23 of 33 fire stations met or surpassed the goal. 85 percent of
residents rate Fire services as good or excellent.

The City has 55 community centers (including youth and senior centers). Due to staffing reductions, by the end of 2010-11 the City operated only 12 of
those centers (and had an additional center that was not yet open); 42 of its community centers were used by other community service providers in
exchange for providing services that primarily benefit San José residents (more than double the number of sites in 2009-10). City-operated facilities
included ten hub community centers that were open 63 hours per week on average (note that those hours decreased to 59 per week in 201 1-12). 86
percent of residents reporting having visited a park at least once in the last year, and 49 percent reported having used a recreation center.

Construction on several new City facilities was completed in 2010-1 |, however openings of several facilities were deferred due to insufficient funds for
operations. These included two library branches (Seven Trees and Bascom), the Bascom Community Center as well as the South San José Police Substa-
tion.

In 2010-11, branch libraries were open 39 hours a week over five days of service. In 2009-10, branch libraries had been open 47 hours per week over six
days of service. The Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. main library was open four fewer hours per week (77 versus 81) in 2010-11 than in the prior year. Total
circulation remains high (13.7 million items, including eBooks). In 2011, the Library received the National Medal for Museum and Library Service — one
of only 10 organizations nationally to receive the award. 68 percent of residents rated library services good or excellent.

Utility costs for services provided by the Environmental Services Department have generally increased over the last five years. Between 74 percent and
76 percent of San José residents rated garbage, recycling, and yard waste pick up as good or excellent.

The City’s “one-stop” Permit Center in City Hall received 27,666 customers, about 7 percent fewer than in 2009-10 and about 40 percent fewer than in
2007-08. Despite fewer customers, Development Services experienced more activity in 2010-11 as planning applications, building permits, and building
inspections were all up compared to 2009-10. Timeliness improved in five of seven listed permitting processes compared to 2009-10 performance. 58
percent of residents rated the overall quality of new development in San Jose as good or excellent.

In 2010-1 1, the Airport served 8.4 million airline passengers, up slightly from the prior year. Commercial flights in San José totaled 91,312, which was 7
percent fewer than 2009-10 and 30 percent fewer than five years ago. The Airport accommodated |5 percent of the regional passenger air service
market, down from |8 percent five years ago. Airport costs have gone up as a result of the completion of the $1.3 billion Airport modernization and
expansion (annual debt service has grown from $23.8 to $44.6 million in the past five years). 77 percent of residents rated the ease of use of the Airport
as good or excellent.

In 2010, San José had a Pavement Condition Index (PCI) of 64 out of a possible 100, which is considered “fair” according to the statewide index. By
comparison, San José’s PCI rating was in the bottom third of 109 Bay Area jurisdictions. The number of pothole repair requests continues to grow. Al-
though the timeliness of corrective repairs continues to improve, this signals that pavement condition has been deteriorating due to lack of funds. Only
21 percent of residents rated street repair as good or excellent

Additional information about other City services is included in the report.



Conclusion

This report builds on the City’s existing systems and measurement efforts. The City Auditor’s Office compiled and reviewed departmental performance data
for reasonableness, however we did not audit or perform detailed testing of the data. All City departments are included in our review, however this report
is not intended to be a complete set of performance measures for all users. It provides insights into service results, but is not intended to thoroughly analyze
those results.

By reviewing this report, readers will better understand the City’s operations. The report contains a background section which includes a community profile,
information on the preparation of the report, and a discussion of service efforts and accomplishments reporting in general. The following section provides a
summary of overall spending and staffing. The remainder of the report presents performance information for each department, in alphabetical order which
provide services to achieve that mission, descriptions of services, workload and performance measures, and survey results.

Additional copies of this report are available from the Auditor’s Office and are posted on our website at http://www.sanjoseca.gov/auditor/. We thank the
many departments that contributed to this report. This report would not be possible without their support.

Respectfully submitted,

Dhanon WY, Eniederams

Sharon Erickson
City Auditor

Audit Staff: Roy Cervantes, Renata Khoshroo, Jazmin LeBlanc & Joe Rois
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INTRODUCTION

This is the fourth annual report on the City of San José’s Service Efforts and
Accomplishments (SEA). The purpose of this report is to:

e improve government transparency and accountability,

e provide consolidated performance and workload information on City
services,

e allow City officials and staff members to make informed management
decisions, and

e report to the public on the state of the City departments, programs, and
services.

The report contains summary information including workload and
performance results for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011. We limited the
number and scope of workload and performance indicators in this report to
items we identified as the most useful, relevant, and accurate indicators of
City government performance that would be of general interest to the
public.

This report also includes the results of a resident survey, completed in
October 2011, rating the quality of City services. All City departments are
included in our review; however this report is not a complete set of
performance measures for all users. The report provides three types of
comparisons when available: five-year historical trends for fiscal years
2006-07 through 2010-11, selected comparisons to other cities, and selected
comparisons to stated targets.

After completing the first annual report on the City’s Service Efforts and
Accomplishments, the Auditor’s Office published Performance Management
And Reporting In San José: A Proposal For Improvement, which included
suggestions for improving quality and reliability of performance and cost
data. Since issuing that report we have worked with the Budget Office to
assist a number of City departments in improving their measures. We will
continue to work with departments towards improving their data as
requested.

City of San José - 2010-11 Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report

Background

The first section of this report contains information on overall City
revenues, spending and staffing, as well as resident perceptions of the City,
City services, and City staff. ~The remainder of the report displays
performance information displayed by department, in alphabetical order.
The departments are as follows:

Airport

City Attorney

City Auditor

City Clerk

City Manager

Convention Facilities
Economic Development
Environmental Services
Finance

Fire

Housing

Human Resources
Independent Police Auditor
Information Technology
Library

Mayor and City Council
Parks, Recreation, and Neighborhood Services
Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement
Police

Public Works
Redevelopment Agency
Retirement

Transportation



COMMUNITY PROFILE

San José, with a population of 958,789 is the tenth largest city in the United
States and the third largest city in California. San José is the oldest city in
California; established as El Pueblo de San José de Guadalupe on November
29, 1777, 73 years before California achieved statehood. Although it is the
tenth largest city, it ranks 61 in population density for large U.S. cities. The
City covers approximately 179 square miles at the southern end of the San
Francisco Bay. For comparison, San Francisco covers 47 square miles with a
population of 856,095. Originally an agricultural community, it is now in the
heart of Silicon Valley, so called in reference to the many silicon chip
manufacturers and other high-tech companies.

CITY DEMOGRAPHICS

The City of San José serves one of the most racially diverse populations in
California. The demographics of San José are important because they
influence the type of services the City provides and residents demand.

According to the Census Bureau in 2010, the ethnic break-down of residents
was:

Ethnic Group Estimated Total | % of Pop.
Asian 303,138 32%

Vietnamese 100,486

Chinese 63,434

Filipino 53,008

Indian 43,827

Other Asian 42,383
Hispanic 313,636 33%
Non-Hispanic White 271,382 29%
Black 30,214 3%
Other 27,572 3%

* Source: Census Department’s American Community Survey 2010.
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Background

San José also has a high number of foreign born residents; over 38 percent of
San José residents were foreign born. More than 59 percent of those identi-
fying as foreign born were born in Asia and 32 percent were born in Latin
America. More than I8 percent of residents are not U.S. citizens.
Approximately 55 percent of San José residents speak a language other than
English at home, and over 26 percent of the population identifies as
speaking English less than “very well.” *

San José’s population is slightly older than other large California cities:*

Estimated % of
Resident Age Total Pop. Median Age of Residents
under 5 years 68,610 7%
San Diego
5-19 years 191,139 20%
20-29 years 137,461 15% L
os
30-39 years 148,175 lex ~ Angeles
40-49 years 145,071 15%
50-59 years 117,370 12%
60-69 years 73,496 8% San
70 or more years 64,620 7% Francisco
Median Age 35 years 30 32 34 36 38 40

The largest occupation groups are management, business, science and arts
(43 percent) and sales and office (23 percent).*

According to the county registrar, approximately 86 percent of the 788,821
registered voters in the county voted in the last presidential election
(November 2008).



CITY DEMOGRAPHICS

Median household income was approximately $76,794, still down from a high
of $80,000 in 2008-09.

Metro Area Income Per Capita
70,000

60,000
50,000 w
40,000

30,000 -

20,000 4

10,000

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis (Metro Area includes San Jose, Sunnyvale, and
Santa Clara.)

San Jose’s unemployment rate remained relatively high at approximately 12
percent in 2010-11.

San Jose Unemployment Rate (%)
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Background

According to the Census Bureau, approximately 58 percent of the housing
stock is owner-occupied and 42 percent is renter-occupied.
Homeownership rates are slightly lower than the national average:
nationwide 65 percent of housing stock is owner-occupied and 35 percent
is renter-occupied.

The U.S. Housing and Urban Development department defines housing
affordability as housing stock which costs less than 30 percent of the
occupant’s gross income. 59 percent of respondents to San Jose’s National
Citizen Survey report spending more than 30 percent of household income
on housing costs.

San Jose Home Sale Price Per Square Foot

$500 -
$450 -|
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$0

Mar- Mar- Mar- Mar- Mar- Mar- Mar- Mar- Mar- Mar- Mar- Mar- Mar- Mar- Mar- Mar-
9% 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 M

The median home price in San José in 2010-11 was $520,000 and average
monthly rent for a one-bedroom apartment was about $1,470. Home
prices are down slightly ($3,500) but rent costs have increased by 5 percent
from last year. This compares with a median existing home value of
approximately $214,000 nationally, according to the National Association of
Realtors.
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CITY GOVERNMENT

San José is a charter city, operating under a council/manager form of
government. There is a |l-member City Council and many Council-
appointed boards and commissions.* The Mayor is elected at large; Council
members are elected by district (see map).

There were 23 City departments and offices during fiscal year 2010-11.  Six
of the departments and offices are run by officials directly appointed by the
City Council. Those officials are the City Manager, City Attorney, City
Auditor, Independent Police Auditor, Executive Director of the
Redevelopment Authority, and City Clerk.

Each February the Mayor gives a State of the City address which sets
priorities for the year. The priorities for 201 | were:

e  Building a strong economy

e Creating a safe community

e Reforming the employee pension system to reign in employee costs

The City Council meets weekly to direct City operations. The Council
meeting schedule and agendas can be viewed at this website:
http://www.sanjoseca.gov/clerk/agenda.asp.

The City Council also holds Council Committee meetings each month. The
decisions made in these meetings are brought to the main Council meeting
for approval each month.

City Council Committees:
Community & Economic Development Committee
Neighborhood Services & Education Committee
Public Safety, Finance & Strategic Support Committee
Rules & Open Government Committee

Transportation & Environment Committee

Airport Competitiveness Committee (ad hoc)

City of San José - 2010-11 Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report

Background

City of San José
Council District Map

*Details of the boards and commissions can be found at
http://www.sanjoseca.gov/clerk/CommissionBoard/BCList.pdf.
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THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY™

The National Citizen Survey™ is a collaborative effort between National
Research Center, Inc. and the International City/County Management
Association (ICMA). The National Citizen Survey™ was developed by the
National Research Center to provide a statistically valid survey of resident
opinions about community and services provided by local government.
Respondents in each jurisdiction are selected at random and survey
responses were tracked by each quadrant of the City. Of the completed
surveys, 81 were from the Northwest quadrant of the City, 54 were from
the Northeast, 64 were from the Southwest, and 53 were from the
Southeast quadrant of San José. Participation was encouraged with multiple
mailings, self-addressed, postage-paid envelopes, and three language
choices— English, Spanish and Vietnamese. Results were statistically re-
weighted, as necessary, to reflect the proper demographic composition of
the entire community.

Surveys were mailed to a total of 1,200 San Jose households in September
and October 201 1. Completed surveys were received from 253 residents,
for a response rate of 22%. Typical response rates obtained on citizen
surveys range from 20% to 40%. It is customary to describe the precision of
estimates made from surveys by a “level of confidence” and accompanying
“confidence interval” (or margin of error). A traditional level of confidence,
and the one used here, is 95%. The 95% confidence interval can be any size

and quantifies the sampling error or imprecision of the survey results
because some residents' opinions are relied on to estimate all residents'
opinions. The margin of error around results for the City of San José
Survey is plus or minus six percentage points. With this margin of error,
one may conclude that when 60% of survey respondents report that a
particular service is “excellent” or “good,” somewhere between 54-66% of
all residents are likely to feel that way.

City of San José - 2010-11 Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report

Background
OVERALL QUALITY OF LIFE

62 percent of respondents to the 2011 National Citizen Survey™ rated the
overall quality of San Jose as good or excellent and 72 percent found San
Jose good or excellent as a place to live. Respondents also rated a variety of
other opportunities and amenities in San Jose as shown in the chart below.

Likelyhood of Remaining in Community

mVery likely mSomewhat likely

Remain in San Jose for the next five years

Recommend living in San Jose to someone who asks

0% 0% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%
Overall Quality of Life

mExcellent yGood  Fair mPoor

Educational opportunities
Employment opportunities
Recreational opportunities
Opportunities to attend cultural activities

Shopping opportunities

Overall quality of business and service establishments
in San Jose

Cleanliness of San Jose

Overall appearance of San Jose

The overall quality of life in San Jose
San Jose as aplace to retire

San Jose as a place to work

San Jose as a place to raise children
Your neighborhood as aplace to live

San Jose as aplace to live

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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SENSE OF COMMUNITY

Most San Jose residents, 67 percent, reported feeling that openness and
acceptance towards people of diverse backgrounds was excellent or good.
However, the overall sense of community in San Jose is fairly low with just
35 percent of residents reporting the sense of community as good or
excellent and 20 percent reporting it as poor. The chart below indicates
how satisfied residents are with opportunities to engage in the community.

Ratings of Community Features

m Excellent m Good m Fair = Poor
Opportunities to volunteer ]
Opportunities to participate in religious or spiritual
events and activities _
Opportunities to participate in social events and
activities I
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Most San Jose residents do not report participating in community
organizations with high frequency.

Frequency of Community Activities (last 12 months)

mNever | 12 times m3-12 times  12-26 times @M ore than 26 times
Providing help to afriend or neighbor ] [ ]
Participating ina club or civic group in San Jose ]
Participating inreligious or spiritual activities in San N

Jose
Volunteering time to some group or activity in San

Jose .

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

100%

Frequency with which residents report talking or

visiting with immediate neighbors

Just about

B The majority of residents report talking

or visiting with immediate neighbors at

least a few times a month.
Several times a

week ,21%
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Background
POPULATION

San José grew from a population of 897,898 in 2001 to 958,789 in 2011,
approximately a 7 percent increase in population over the last ten years.
Unless otherwise indicated, we have used population data from the
California Department of Finance. In some cases we have presented
per capita data in order to adjust for population growth.

Year Population
2007 913,310
2008 923,491
2009 937,965
2010 946,954
2011 958,789

% change in

last 5 years >%

Some departments and programs serve expanded service areas. These
departments include Environmental Services, Public Works and the Airport.
For example, the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant is co-
owned by the cities of San José and Santa Clara and provides service to
those cities as well as Milpitas, Cupertino, Los Gatos, Monte Sereno,
Campbell, and Saratoga, and the Airport serves the entire South Bay region
and neighboring communities.

INFLATION

Financial data have not been adjusted for inflation. Please keep in mind the
inflation data in the table of San Francisco Area Consumer Price Index for All

Urban Consumers below when reviewing historical financial data included in
this report. Date Index

'06-'07 213.0

'07-'08 219.9

'08-'09 223.6

'09-'10 226.3

'10-"11 230.2

% change over
8%
last 5 years
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SCOPE & METHODOLOGY

The City Auditor’s Office prepared this report in accordance with the City
Auditor’s FY 201 1-12 Work Plan. We conducted this performance audit in
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient,
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and con-
clusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence ob-
tained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on
our audit objectives.

The workload and performance results that are outlined here reflect current
City operations. The report is intended to be informational and does not
fully analyze performance results. The independent auditors in the City Audi-
tor’s Office compiled and reviewed departmental performance data. We
reviewed information for reasonableness and consistency. We questioned or
researched data that needed additional explanation. We did not, however,
audit the accuracy of source documents or the reliability of the data in com-
puter-based systems. This report builds on the City’s existing systems and
measurement efforts.

SERVICE EFFORTS & ACCOMPLISHMENTS

The Government Accounting Standards Board (GASB) has been researching
and advocating Service Efforts and Accomplishments (SEA)
reporting for state and local government for many years to provide
government officials and the public with information to supplement what is
reported in annual financial statements. Financial statements give users a
sense of the cost of government service, but do not provide information on
the efficiency or effectiveness of government programs. SEA reporting
provides that kind of information, and enables government officials and the
public to assess how well their government is achieving its goals.

This is the fourth annual SEA report for the City of San José. The number of
cities and counties that produce SEA reports has been growing steadily over
the past few years. The Association of Government Accountants (AGA),
together with GASB, has initiated a Certificate of Excellence in Service
Efforts and Accomplishments Reporting project with criteria which this
report aims to address and which our three previous SEA reports have
received.

City of San José - 2010-11 Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report

Background
SELECTION OF INDICATORS

The report relies on existing performance measures, reviewed yearly by
Council, staff, and interested residents during the annual budget study
sessions. It also relies on existing benchmarking data. Ve used audited
information from the City’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Reports
(CAFRs).* We cited mission statements, performance targets,
performance outcomes, workload outputs, and budget information from the
City’s annual operating budget. We held numerous discussions with City
staff to determine which performance information was most useful and
reliable to include in this report. Where possible, we include five years of
historical data. We strove to maintain consistency with prior years’ SEA
reports, by including most of the same performance indicators, however,
due to issues such as reporting and program updates, some indicators have
changed.

We welcome input from City Council, City staff, and the public on how to
improve this report in future years. Please contact us with suggestions at
city.auditor@sanjoseca.gov.

ROUNDING

For readability, most numbers in this report are rounded. In some cases,

tables or graphs may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.

COMPARISONS TO OTHER CITIES

Where possible and relevant, we have included benchmark comparisons to
other cities (usually other large California cities, the state, or the nation). It
should be noted that we took care to ensure that performance data
comparisons with other cities compare like with like; however, other cities
rarely provide exactly the same programs or measure data with exactly the
same methodology.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The Office of the City Auditor thanks staff from each City department for
their time, information, and cooperation in the creation of this report.

* http://www?2.csjfinance.org/
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OVERALL REVENUES, SPENDING AND STAFFING

Revenues, Spending and Staffing
Resident perceptions of City Services and City Staff
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CITY REVENUES

The City relies on a number of funding sources to support its operations,
particularly taxes, grants, fees, fines, and utility and user charges, as seen in
the chart below. The composition of general governmental revenues (i.e.,
excluding business-type activities such as the Airport) has changed somewhat
over the past five years, as the portion of revenues derived from fines, fees,
utilities and user charges has grown from 30 to 35 percent of total revenue.

General Government and Program Revenues by Type, 2010-11

Interest and
Investment Earnings Other
1% 3%

License Fees and
Lodging Taxes ——

4%

Source: 2010-11 CAFR
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Overall Revenues, Spending and Staffing

Overall revenues have decreased 5 percent since reaching a high of $1.78
billion in 2007-08, to about $1.69 billion in 2010-11.

Total City Revenues

($millions)
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Source: 201 | Comprehensive Annual Financial Report

Among business-type activities, Airport revenues were up |2 percent over
the previous fiscal year, and Wastewater Treatment and Muni Water were
up as well, each about 6 and 5 percent from one year prior. Revenues from
the Parking System were down however, about 9 percent.

Business-Type Revenues by Source ($millions)
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CITY EXPENDITURES

The City’s total expenses peaked in 2008-09 at $2.10 billion before falling to
$2.08 billion in 2010-11. Note, this includes non-cash expenses such as
depreciation on the City’s capital assets. General government expenses fell
5 percent over that time, whereas expenses from business-type activities
increased. Airport expenditures increased the most among business-type
activities, due to an increase in debt service related to the Airport
modernization and expansion program (see Airport chapter for more
details).
Total City Expenses

($millions)
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Business-Type Expenses by Source ($millions)

Overall Revenues, Spending and Staffing

The General Fund is the primary operating fund used to account for the
revenues and expenditures of the City which are not related to special or
capital funds. Some of the General Fund’s larger revenue sources include:
property taxes, sales taxes, utility taxes, licenses and permits, and franchise
fees. Fiscal year 2010-11 was the ninth consecutive year of budget cuts in
the General Fund for the City of San José. The City closed a $118.5 million
General Fund deficit through the approval of the 2010-11 Operating

Budget. General Fund Expenditures, 2010-11
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DEPARTMENT OPERATING BUDGETS

Budgeted City expenditures totaled about $2.7 billion in 2010-11. Of that,
the City directly allocated approximately $1.32 billion to City departmental
operations during 2010-11. Despite a 15 percent reduction in staffing,
departmental operating expenditures were up approximately 14 percent

since five years ago.

Overall Revenues, Spending and Staffing

Department operating expenditures include personal services for all funds,
and non-personal/equipment expenditures for all funds with the exception
of capital funds. Departmental operating budgets do not include all
expenditures such as reserves, capital expenditures, debt service, and pass-
through funding. Furthermore, other special funds are not always captured

oo 5 Year in departmental operation budgets. For example, the Airport’s
10-111 Change departmental expenditures totaled roughly $65 million in 2010-11 (as we
Airport $65,053,063 8% report in t.he chart to the left and in .tl'1e Alrport section), b'ut the Airport
) . had oversight over roughly $176 million in other expenditures over the
City Attorney $13.331.611 -6% course of the year. The City’s Operating and Capital Budgets are online at
City Auditor $1,795,654 -24% www.sanjoseca.gov/budget.
City Clerk $3,879,638 5%
City Manager $10,551,152 16%
Citywide Expenditures $181,239,760 77%
Convention Facilities $20,000,436 57% CITY STAFFING
Economic Development $9,169,140 3%
Environmental Services $184,380,265 17%
i $14.124.733 2% Overall staffing levels decreased by 15 percent over the last five fiscal years
!nance e ° from 6,952 to 5,906 positions and turnover increased in 2010-11 to about 21
Fire $153,359,783 20% percent. In addition, many of the City’s employee classifications are subject
General Fund Capital, Transfers, & Reserves $37,373,000 -2% to “bumping;” a process where a more senior employee displaces a less
Housing $9,851,681 16% senior employee from a job. Employee bumping has increased dramatically
Human Resources $8.911,328 13% over the past two years, as the City has experienced significant staffing
. . o reductions. Employee bumping can cause disruptions to City departments as
Independent Police Auditor $823,221 9% . . .

‘ many newly bumped employees need significant retraining in order to
Information Technology $19,020,888 12% conduct their new jobs. As a result, as many as | in 5 employees who were
Library $30,559,210 -2% here in 2009-10 left the City and another | in 10 changed position (July I,
Mayor and City Council $7,562,737 13% 2011 marked the second year in a row where | in |10 employees changed
Parks, Recreation, and Neighborhood Services $59,798,036 -7% POSItlons)A

nnual Employment Employees "Bumped"
Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement $26,894,298 -26% Turnover 700 -
Police $290,787,311 13% 24% 1 600
Public Works $81,468,376 -3% 20% 1 500 |
6% -

Redevelopment Agency $19,807,879 9% 2% | 400 |
Retirement $4,017,154 43% 8% | 300 -
Transportation $65,319,291 0% 4% 200 +
Total $1,319,719,207 14% 0% — 001

'03- '04- '05- '06- '07- '08- '09- '0- 0 — s v

'04 '05 '06 '07 '08 '09 'O ‘i 2003 2005 2007 2009  201t*

* As of July 1, 201 1.
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CITY STAFFING

In 2010-11 there were 5,906 authorized full-time equivalent positions City-
wide. As of May 201 I, about 7.5 percent of full-time and part-time positions
were vacant.

T 5 Year
Change

Airport 212 -45%
City Attorney 8l -18%
City Auditor 15 -12%
City Clerk 15 -9%
City Manager 73 -16%
Convention Facilities 14 -83%
Economic Development 69 -10%
Environmental Services 501 12%
Finance 117 -12%
Fire 770 -11%
Housing 75 -4%
Human Resources 6l -7%
Independent Police Auditor 5 -17%
Information Technology 122 -7%
Library 301 -18%
Parks, Recreation, and Neighborhood Services 628 -14%
Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement 211 -40% os
Police 1,689 -6% 8.0
Public Works 499 -15% o
Redevelopment Agency 8 -93% 65
Retirement 34 20% :: ]
Transportation 408 -15% 507
Total 5906 -15% Ty
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Overall Revenues, Spending and Staffing

Total employee compensation dropped from a high of approximately $859
million in 2008-09, to $822 million in 2010-11. This is due to a combination
of factors including staffing reductions as well as salary reductions that City
employees took beginning on 2010-11.

Retirement, Fringe and Cash Compensation for all Funds ($

millions)
m cash compensation 1= retirement benefits m other benefits
$1000 -
$800 —— N
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The City of San José employed fewer people per 1,000 residents in 2010-1 |
than several other large California cities. San José had 6.24 employees per
resident, much less than San José’s average of 7.5 positions during the 22
year period from 1987-2009.

Authorized Full-Time Positions Per 1000 Residents
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Source: 201 | Fiscal and Service Level Emergency Report, November 201 |
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CITYWIDE QUALITY OF SERVICES

In the 2011 National Citizen Survey, 45 percent of San José surveyed resi-
dents rated the quality of City services “good” or “excellent”.

Resident Satisfaction with Government

m Excellent = Good m Fair Poor
The State Government

The Federal Government

Santa Clara County
Government

CITY OF SAN JOSE

0% 0% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

In 2011, residents were asked how they would rate specific government ser-
vices on the scale from “excellent” to “poor.” The chart to the right shows

the results of this evaluation.

Overall Image or Reputation of San Jose

Excellent ,8%

Satisfaction with government services ranges from a high of 85 percent of
residents rating fire services as “good” or “excellent” to a low of 21 percent

rating street repair as “good” or excellent.”

City of San José - 2010-11 Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report
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Resident Satisfaction with Particular Government Services
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CITYWIDE PUBLIC TRUST

In the 201 | National Citizen Survey, 32 percent of residents reported that
they had some contact with City of San José employees. Of those residents,
58 percent reported their overall impression of City employees as
“excellent” or “good.”

Resident Impressions of San Jose employees

m Excellent Good m Fair m Poor

Knowledge ]

Courtesy I

Responsiveness I

Overall impression [ B
0‘% 26% 46% 66% 86% 106%

More than a third, 38 percent, of residents rated the job San José does at
welcoming citizen involvement as “excellent” or “good.” Most residents did
not report having viewed a meeting of public officials or other public
meeting, in person, or on tv, the internet or other media sources. However,
58 percent of residents reported visiting the City’s website at least once in
the last 12 months, and 36 percent reported visiting it three or more times.

Frequency which residents report doing the following in the last

12 months
mNever m 12 times 3-12 times m13-26 times mmore than 26 times

Visited the City of San
Jose Website

Watched alocal public
meeting ontv, internet or
other media

Attended a meeting of local
public meeting

0% 0% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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Overall Revenues, Spending and Staffing

Nearly half of residents feel that the overall direction San José is taking is

“fair” and 31 percent feel it is “excellent” or “good.”

The overall direction that San Jose is taking

A

Excellent , 5%

The job San Jose does at welcoming citizen involvement

L Excellent , 8%

Just over half of residents feel that the value of services for taxes paid to

San José is “fair” and over a quarter feel it is “excellent” or “good.”

The value of services for the taxes paid to San Jose

~

Excellent , 3%
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CITY CAPITAL SPENDING

Capital assets refer to land, buildings, vehicles, equipment, infrastructure, and
other assets with a useful life beyond one year. Infrastructure includes such
assets as roads, bridges, drainage systems, and other items. Also included
are construction projects in progress but not yet completed.

At the end of fiscal year 2010-11 the City and its component units owned
$9.3 billion of capital assets. This figure represents the historical purchase
or constructed cost less depreciation. Depreciation is a reduction in value
of an asset over time because of normal use, general wear and tear, and
other factors. Assets used for normal government operations totaled $7.1
billion and assets used in business-type activities such as the Airport,
wastewater treatment, and other fee-based services totaled $2.2 billion.

Net Capital Asset Breakdown,
June 30, 2011

Constructionin
Progress, 1%

|~

Infrastructure, 56 %

Land, 7%

Other (e.g. vehicles,
equipment,
furniture), 10%

—_—

Source: 2010-11 CAFR
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Overall Revenues, Spending and Staffing

In 2010-11, the City increased capital assets by $157.5 million but this was not
enough to offset capital asset depreciation of about $443 million. Thus,
overall capital asset additions were -$285.5 million. Some of the reasons for
the decrease were: depreciation of major infrastructure and sale of some
Redevelopment Agency owned land parcels.

Capital Asset Additions and Depreciation ($millions)

mAdditions Depreciation
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On June 30, 201 I, capital asset-related debt totaled $4.6 billion. During 2010-
I'l, new debt issuances included $107.4 million lease revenue bonds for the
expansion and renovation of the Convention Center and affordable housing
conduit debt issuance of $38.3 million.

Net Capital Assets and Debt, Fiscal Year End
($billions)

mNet Capital Assets mRelated Debt
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Source: 2001-02 through 2010-11 CAFRs
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AIRPORT

The mission of the Airport is to meet the air transportation
needs of Silicon Valley residents and businesses in a safe,
efficient, and cost-effective manner.
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AIRPORT

The City operates the Mineta San José International Airport (Airport), which
provides non-stop air service to more than 20 cities in the continental United
States including New York, Chicago, Boston, and Atlanta. It also provides
non-stop service to cities in Hawaii and Mexico.

In 2010-11, departmental operating expenditures for the Airport totaled
$65.1 million*, 7 percent less than 2009-10. This figures does not include
debt service, which has grown as a result of the recent $1.3 billion Airport
modernization and expansion program. Total outstanding debt as of June 30,
2011, was $1.4 billion, and debt service for the fiscal year was $44.6 million,
both of which were up significantly from five years ago.

In 2010-11, the Airport had 212 authorized positions, 30 percent less the
2009-10. Of the 93 positions eliminated, 54 were a result of outsourcing
custodial services. According to the Airport, these reductions were
necessary to remain cost competitive to other airports in the region and
across the nation in light of the increase in debt service and reduced revenues
from lower passenger activity.

The Airport does not receive general fund dollars; it is funded through
Airport operational revenues including rents, concession fees, parking, passen-
ger facility charges, and landing fees.

*This does not include police and fire services at the Airport, which are included with Police and
Fire Department expenditures, respectively. It also does not include capital project expenditures
or operating or other reserves.

Airport Operating Airport Authorized Positions

Expenditures ($millions)
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KEY FACTS (2010-11)

Commercial flights 91,312
Total operations (commercial flights, general

aviation, military) 122,091
Operations per day (arrivals and departures) 334 per day
Airline passengers 8.4 million
Passenger airlines 13
Public parking spaces 5,530
Air cargo, freight, and mail 94.7 million Ibs.

Total Outstanding Debt and Debt Service
($millions)

I Total outstanding debt ($millions) Total debt service ($millions)

Airport
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Source: 2010-11 Airport Comprehensive Annual Financial Report
Airport Operating Revenues ($millions)
mAirline Rates and Charges 1Public Parking Fees = Concession Revenue mOther
2006-07
2007-08 $24.0
2008-09 $24.0
2009-10 $20.7
2010-11 $25.6
$0 $20 $40 $60 $80 $100 $120 $10
Note: Does not include passenger facility charges and other non-operating revenues
Sources: Airport Comprehensive Annual Financial Reports, 2006-07 through 2010-1 1
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AIRPORT

In 2010-11, the Airport served 8.4 million airline passengers, up slightly from
the prior year, but 21 percent less than five years ago. By comparison, total
passengers in the regional air service market are down by just 3 percent over
that time. According to the City’s Operating Budget, the decline in passenger
traffic is result of the prolonged economic downturn, capacity reductions in
the airline industry, and the spike in fuel prices in 2008.

In 2010-11, the airline cost per enplaned passenger (CPE) was $11.23, a slight
increase from 2009-10 and more than twice the cost five years ago.
According to the Airport, the increase was primarily attributable to the
expansion and modernization program (which had been anticipated in
forecasts and feasibility reports). The significant reduction in flight and
passenger activity also was a factor. The Airport’s City Council-approved
Competitiveness Strategic Plan has set a CPE target of $12 for 2011-12, in
line with commitments to carriers projected in 2007.

In comparison, the cost per enplanement in San Francisco and Oakland were
$13.85 and $9.26 respectively.

In 2010-11, the Airport handled 94.7 million pounds of cargo and freight, 50
percent less than five years ago. The Airport handled just under 5 percent of
the regional air service market for cargo and freight (compared to 40 and 56
percent for San Francisco and Oakland respectively).

Annual Airport Passengers Annual Commercial Flights
(millions) (thousands)
2 150 -
10 - 125 A
8 100
6 75
44 50 -
2 25 1
0 A 0 -
'06-'07 '07-'08 '08-'09 '09-'10 '10-'1 '06-'07 '07-'08 '08-'09 '09-'10 '10-'11

City of San José - 2010-11 Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report

Airport

THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY ™

77% of san José residents surveyed rated

the ease of use of the Airport as
“excellent” or “good”

63% rated the availability of flights at the
Airport as “excellent” or “good”

Regional Passenger Air Service Market Shares

2006-07 2010-11 SAN
SAN JOSE,
San JOSE, San 15%
Francisco, 18 % Francisco,
58% 69%
Oakland,
6%
Oakland,
24%
Airline Cost per Enplanement Air Cargo, Freight, and Mail
(i.e. passenger boarding) (million Ibs.)
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AIRPORT

The Airport also has programs to minimize its impact on surrounding
communities and the environment. The Airport monitors aircraft noise
impacts and maintains a database that records noise complaints. The number
of noise complaints has declined significantly from five years ago. The Airport
attributes the decline to improvements in aircraft design, the use of smaller
aircraft, the redirection of flights, and the completion of the Airport
Acoustical Treatment program which offered sound insulation for eligible
homes within areas near the airfield affected by noise. The Airport also
maintains a nighttime curfew to minimize noise impacts on nearby residential
neighborhoods.

In 2010-11, 85.3 percent of the Airport’s waste was composted or recycled.
Beginning in 2008-09, the Airport began new programs to increase recycling
rates, including sorting waste prior to it being hauled to the landfill and
installing new recycling receptacles throughout the terminals. Prior to these
programs, the Airport composted or recycled less than 20 percent of its
waste.

City of San José - 2010-11 Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report
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CITY ATTORNEY

The mission of the San José City Attorney’s office is to provide excellent
legal services, consistent with the highest professional and ethical standards,
to the City and Redevelopment Agency, with the goal of protecting and
advancing their interests in serving the people of San José.
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CITY ATTORNEY

The City Attorney’s Office provides legal counsel and advice, prepares legal
documents, and provides legal representation to advocate, defend, and
prosecute on behalf of the City of San José and the San José Redevelopment
Agency.

In 2010-11, operating expenditures for the City Attorney’s Office decreased
12%, from $15.1 million to $13.3 million compared to 2009-10. Compared to
five years prior, expenditures decreased 6%.

The number of authorized positions decreased 9% from 89 in 2009-10 to 81 in
2010-11. Compared to five years ago, the number of positions decreased 18%
from 99 to 81.

The City Attorney’s Office handled 1,381 new litigation matters in 2010-11 and
prepared or reviewed 6,702 legal transactions, documents or memoranda.
Litigation-related collections in 2010-11 totaled about $1 | million while general
liability payments totaled about $2.2 million.

City Attorney Operating Expenditures
($millions)
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CITY AUDITOR

The mission of the San José City Auditor’s Office is to independently
assess and report on City operations and services.
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CITY AUDITOR

The City Auditor’s Office conducts performance audits that identify ways to
increase the economy, efficiency, effectiveness, and accountability of City
government and provide independent, reliable, accurate, and timely informa-
tion to the City Council and other stakeholders.

In 2010-11, operating expenditures for the City Auditor’s Office decreased
15%, from $2.1 million to $1.8 million* compared to 2009-10. Compared to
five years prior, expenditures decreased 24% from $2.4 million. The number
of authorized positions decreased 12% from 17 in 2009-10 to 15 in 2010-11.

In addition to performance audits, the City Auditor’s Office issues the Service
Efforts and Accomplishments (SEA) report that is intended to promote
transparency and accountability. The City Auditor’s Office also oversees a
variety of external audits including the Comprehensive Annual Financial
Report (CAFR) and the Single Audit.

In FY 2010-11, the audit, Pension Sustainability: Rising Pension Costs Threaten the
City’s Ability to Maintain Service Levels, was recognized with an award from the
Association of Local Government Auditors (ALGA). The office also received
the Association of Government Accountability (AGA) Certificate of
Achievement in Service Efforts and Accomplishments Reporting.

The City Auditor’s annual workplan is on the web at www.sanjoseca.gov/
auditor, along with copies of all issued audit reports and the semi-annual rec-
ommendation status reports.

City Auditor Operating Expenditures

($millions)

City Auditor Authorized Positions
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City Auditor

KEY FACTS (2010-11)

Number of audit reports issued 17
Number of audit recommendations adopted 63
Number of audit reports per auditor 1.8
Ratio of identified monetary benefits to audit cost $10to $I
Percent of audit recommendations implemented

(cumulative over |0 years) 75%
Percent of approved workplan completed or substantially

completed during the fiscal year 78%

Audit reports issued on topics including:

-Procurement Cards

-Pension Sustainability

-Airport Concessions

-Take-Home Vehicles

-Team San José’s Management of Cultural and Convention Facilities
-Police Staffing

-Disability Retirement

-Employee Compensation

- Supplemental Military Pay

Identified Monetary Benefits

($millions)
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CITY CLERK

The mission of the San José City Clerk is to maximize public access to
municipal government.

City of San José - 2010-11 Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report 31



CITY CLERK

The City Clerk’s Office assists the City Council in the legislative process and
makes that process accessible to the public by maintaining the legislative
history of the City Council and complying with election laws.

Operating expenditures totaled $3.9 million* in 2010-11, an increase of 88
percent from 2009-10. The increase was due to expenses related to elections.
Compared to five years ago, expenditures were 5 percent higher.

Staffing in 2010-11 totaled 15, a decrease of 6 percent compared to 2009-10.
Compared to five years ago, staffing was 9 percent lower in 2010-11.

In 2010-11 the City Clerk’s Office conducted elections for the Mayor, City
Council Members, and ballot measures in accordance with the City Charter
and the State Elections Code. In addition, the Office maintained compliance
with open government, campaign finance, lobbyist registration, statements of
economic interest, and other public disclosure requirements.

*#In addition, the City Clerk’s Office administered about $994,000 in spending for various City-
wide items.

City Clerk Operating Expenditures
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City Clerk

KEY FACTS (2010-11)

Number of ordinances processed 181
Number of resolutions processed 433
Number of Public Records Act requests processed 1,183
Number of Statements of Economic Interest processed 1,700
Number of Lobbyist reports processed 264
Number of contracts processed 1,349
Number of meetings staffed 230

City Clerk’s Office: Selected Activities in 2010-11

* Prepared and distributed Agenda packets, synopses, and action minutes of City
Council and Rules and Open Government Committee meetings and posted them
on the City’s website. Prepared and distributed minutes for other City Council
Committees. Both City Council and City Council Committee meetings were web-
cast live, indexed, and archived for on-demand replay.

* Provided access to the City’s legislative records and documents. Requests for
the City’s legislative records and related public documents were received and

fulfilled under provisions of the California Public Records Act..

* Reviewed all City contracts for administrative compliance and made them
available for review.

City Clerk Authorized Positions

06-07 07-08 08-'09 09-'10 10-'1
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CITY MANAGER

The mission of the San José City Manager’s Office is to provide strategic
leadership that supports the Mayor and the City Council and motivates
and challenges the organization to deliver high quality services that
meet the community's needs.
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CITY MANAGER

A key focus of the City Manager’s Office for the past year was to provide the leadership
needed to support the organizational changes resulting from the 2010-11 budget. In
addition, the City Manager’s Office focused on closing the $115.2 million budget short-
fall for 201 1-12 using a combination of strategies (see box below). To achieve this, the
City Manager’s Office sought input on budget development from the community
through 12 meetings (with at least one in every City Council District). The City
Manager’s Office also negotiated ongoing compensation reductions of 10% (as well as
other reforms) with all 12 employee groups.

The City Manager’s Office worked to engage members of the community by holding
132 Strong Neighborhoods Initiative neighborhood meetings throughout the City and
10 meetings of the Neighborhoods Commission.

The City Manager’s Office responded to or coordinated 339 public records request,
90% of which received a response within 10 days (the initial time limit set by the
California Public Records Act).

The City Manager’s Office assists the City Council in the legislative process by
developing legislative agenda and providing staff reports. In 2010-11, the Office
approved 1,079 staff reports for City Council consideration, assigned 79 referrals from
the City Council, and issued 237 information memoranda.

Operating expenditures totaled $10.5 million* in 2010-11, a decrease of 5 percent from
2009-10 but an increase of |5 percent from five years ago. Staffing in 2010-11 totaled
73, down from 86 in 2009-10, a decrease of |5 percent. Compared to five years ago,
staffing was down by |6 percent.

* The City Manager’s Office also oversaw $4.5 million in citywide expenditures, including $1.4 million in
capital expenditures for Public, Education, and Government (PEG) and Access Facilities capital expenditures.

City Manager Operating City Manager Authorized

Expenditures ($millions) Staffing
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City Manager

Functions of the City Manager’s Office:

* Budget - Develops and monitors the operating and capital budgets for the
City of San José, providing fiscal and operational analysis and ensuring the
fiscal health of the organization. More than |0 major documents are pro-
duced annually related to these activities.

* Employee Relations - Negotiates labor contracts, encourages effective
employee relations, and supports a positive, productive, and respectful work
environment.

» Strong Neighborhoods Initiative - Helps build clean, safe, and attractive
neighborhoods with strong, independent, and capable organizations through
revitalization.

* Intergovernmental Relations - Monitors, reviews, and analyzes state and
federal activities with an actual or potential effect on the City; advocates on
state and federal issues of concern to the City; and manages the sponsorship
of and advocates for City-sponsored legislation.

» Communications - Provides point of contact with the media on Citywide
issues, manages CivicCenterTV San Jose operations including videotaping of
Council and Council Committee meetings, oversees the City’s web site, and
coordinates the City public records program.

* Agenda Services - Works with the City Attorney’s Office and the City Clerk’s
Office to develop weekly and special City Council/Rules and Open Government
meeting agenda and oversees the development of agenda for other Council
Committees to ensure compliance with the Brown Act and City open govern-
ment policy.

Ongoing Budget Challenges

Much of the work of the City Manager’s Office focused on closing the $115.2 million budget
shortfall for 201 1-12, the tenth consecutive year of deficits that cumulatively have totaled
$680 million. Strategies to close the gap included employee compensation reductions, new
service delivery models/efficiencies, service reductions and eliminations, and a limited amount
of additional funding sources. In order to continue addressing the structural imbalance be-
tween the City’s revenues and expenditures, the City Manager issued the Fiscal Reform Plan
in May 201 [. This plan is the next phase of the General Fund Structural Deficit Elimination
Plan, which was first published in 2008. The Fiscal Reform Plan addressed City Council direc-
tion to provide a framework for closing the City’s General Fund structural deficit and restor-
ing essential public services through a combination of cost reduction and revenue strategies,
with a focus on retirement reform.
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CONVENTION FACILITIES

The mission of the Convention Facilities Department is to
ensure that San José’s Convention and Cultural Facilities
are effectively managed to reduce costs, improve the local
economy, and add value to customers, residents, workers,
and businesses within the City of San José.
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CONVENTION FACILITIES

The City’s convention center houses exhibitions, trade shows, and
conferences. lts cultural facilities are home to concerts, plays, and other
performances. These facilities have been managed by Team San José since July
2004.

In 2010-11, the convention and cultural facilities posted a $2.2 million net
loss, a $4.7 million improvement from 2009-10 when the net loss totaled $6.9
million. Gross revenues from the facilities totaled $18.8 million, 78 percent
more than five years ago. Revenues have increased as a result of bringing new
lines of business in-house such as food and beverage services and event
production services.

In 2010-11, the City eliminated 42 full time Convention Facilities’ positions.
According to the City’s Operating Budget, these positions were eliminated
because of declining activity due to the economic downturn. In addition,
projected construction activity for the expansion of the Convention Center is
anticipated to result in a further decline in revenues in the future. The City
has increased the budget for variable contract labor to account for occasional
spikes in workload that may occur.

Operating Revenue/Loss * Convention Facilities

($millions) Authorized Positions
mGross revenues 1 Net Loss 100 |
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75
$15
10
$ 50 |
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*Calculated per management agreement with Team San José.
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Convention Facilities

KEY FACTS (2010-11)

Convention Facilities:

McEnery Convention Center

Parkside Hall
South Hall

Cultural Facilities:

Civic Auditorium

Montgomery Theater
California Theater
Center for the Performing Arts

Events (e.g. conferences, exhibitions,
concerts, other performances)

Total attendance at all events

Sources of Revenues ($millions)

975,

280
550

'06-'07 $3.0
'07-'08 $3.4
'08-'09 $5.1
'09-'10 $7.0
'10-'11 $8.4 $6.1
! : :
$10 $15 $20
m Building rental Food and beverage services Other services, rentals, and labor
Note: Food and beverage services were brought in-house in 2009-10.
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CONVENTION FACILITIES

In 2010-11, the facilities hosted 280 events overall. The convention center
itself hosted 100 events which saw more than 230,000 visitors. These
included professional conferences, trade shows, professional meetings,
concerts and other events.

Significant events at the other venues included the 20/ Silicon Valley
International Auto Show (which saw more than 180,000 attendees);
educational shows such as Genghis Khan: The Exhibition and
BodyWorlds (in conjunction with the Tech Museum of Innovation); and
multiple dance and theater offerings including holiday fare such as The
Nutcracker.

The number of events has declined each of the past four years. According
to Team San José, the drop in number of events has been due primarily to
the economic downturn. Total attendance (including exhibitors) was about
975,000, 3 percent more than 2009-10 (but 23 percent less than five years
ago). The overall occupancy rate was 53 percent, compared to 72 percent
five years ago.

Customer satisfaction at the facilities has remained high, with 98 percent of
customers rating overall service as good or excellent. This rating has been
above 95 percent for each of the past five years.

Number of Events at Annual Attendance (thousands)
Convention Facilities
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McEnery Convention Center
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Convention Facilities

THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY ™

64% of san José residents surveyed
rated opportunities in the City to
attend cultural activities as
“excellent” or “good”
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Source: San José Convention and Cultural Facilities website, www.sanjose.org.

Occupancy Rate*
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* Occupancy rate is for convention facilities only.

% of Customers Rating Overall

Service Good to Excellent
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

The mission of the Office of Economic Development is to
foster business growth, job creation, and a strong revenue
base to meet the needs of our diverse community.
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OFFICE OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

(includes the Office of Cultural Affairs & work2future)

The City of San Jose's Office of Economic Development (OED) is committed
to a vital, competitive San Jose economy that increases prosperity for people
and companies and grows City revenues.

OED leads the City's economic strategy, provides assistance for business suc-
cess, manages the City’s real estate assets, helps connect employers with
trained workers, and supports art and cultural amenities in our community.

Operating expenditures for the Office of Economic Development (OED)
totaled $9.2 million* in 2010-1 1, 4 percent less than in 2009-10. This
includes federal workforce development dollars for the City’s work2future
office.

In 2010-11, the Real Estate Services and Asset Management Program funding
and staffing was transferred from the Public Works Department to the Office
of Economic Development.

* - Does not include $6.7 million that OED oversaw in Citywide expenses (not reflected in the OED budget) in
2010-11, including a $1.3 million subsidy to the Tech Museum of Innovation, $1.1 million for the Convention
and Visitors Bureau Marketing Program, and $1 million for the Economic Incentive Fund. Also does not include
all Workforce Investment Act, Business Improvement District, and Economic Development Enhancement funds
and expenditures.

OED Operating Expenditures

($millions)

OED Authorized Staffing

$10.0 | 100 -
$8.0 A 80 -
$6.0 - 60 -
$4.0 - 40 |
$20 | 20 -
$ 0

'06-'07 '07-'08 '08-'09 '09-'10 '10-'11 '06-'07 '07-'08 '08-'09 '09-'10 '10-'M

City of San José - 2010-11 Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report

Economic Development

THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY ™

o, P
59% of san José residents surveyed rated the
overall quality of business and service establishments
in San José as “excellent” or “good”

(see chart below for more info)

Residents’ Ratings of Economic Sustainability & Opportunities

m Excellent m Good Fair

mPoor

Overall quality of business and service
establishments in San Jose

San Jose as a place to work

Shopping opportunities

Employment opportunities 29%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Source: The National Citizen Survey ™
OED 2010-11 Expenditures by Service ($millions)
Workforce Strategic Support,
Development, $4.6 $0.4
Arts and Cultural
Development, $1.6
Business
Outdoor Special Develt')pment &
Events, $0.5 Economic Strategy,
' $2.0
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OFFICE OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

BUSINESS & JOB DEVELOPMENT

OED promotes business in the City of San José by providing assistance,
information, access to services, and facilitation of the development permit
process (see Development Services section) and city approval process (for RDA
projects).

In 2010-11, OED provided development facilitation services to 50 businesses.
OED also provided information, technical/human resources support, and other
services to businesses through the online small business service network*,
which had about 55,000 website visits in 2010-11.

Companies and businesses that received OED assistance were able to create
or retain 6,279 jobs in 2010-11, 16 percent more than in 2009-10.
Tax revenues (e.g. property, sales, utility, and transient occupancy tax)
generated by OED-assisted companies totaled about $1.5 million in 2010-11;
this was down 46 percent compared to 2009-10. Nearly $10 in tax revenue
was generated for every $1 of OED expenditure on business development.

(*for more information on the small business network, see www.BusinessOwnerSpace.com)

Sales/Use Tax Revenue Jobs Created or Retained by

Generated by OED-assisted OED-assisted Companies

Companies ($millions)
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Mountain View

Santa Clara

KEY FACTS (2010-11)

Economic Development

Largest City in the Bay Area (3™ largest in CA, 10™ in nation)

Unemployment Rate"
Median Household Income”

8.6%
$76,794

*Source: U.S. Census Bureau - American Community Survey 2010 Estimates

Consumer Sales Tax Per Capita -
Santa Clara County Comparisons (as of QI 2011)

Los Gatos

Palo Alto

Gilroy

Milpitas

Campbell

Morgan Hill $93
Sunnyvale ] $80
SAN JOSE 7— $79
Cupertino ] $73
Los Altos ] $62
Saratoga ] $25
$?D $50 $100

Source: Muniservices

0.40 -

0.20 -

0.00

Jobs Per Employed Resident in

San Jose

Target: 1job/resident

H/‘_‘ Data not
yet

available
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Source: Association of Bay Area Governments

$262
$202
$183
$ 11
$134
$ 27
$02
NOTE:
Consumer Sales Tax =
Retail, Food Products &
Transportation
$150 $200 $250 $300

Facilitating Corporate & Retail Expansion

Successful efforts in 2010-11 to facilitate corporate
and retail expansion/relocation efforts included, but
were not limited to:

Target

Fresh & Easy
PricewaterhouseCoopers
C8 Medisensors

Maxim Integrated Products
Wrightspeed

Techshop

Intermolecular
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ECONOMIC STRATEGY 18-MONTH WORKPLAN

Economic Development

Implementation of the Economic Strategy is a collaborative effort that involves || City departments and the Redevelopment Agency, with overall leadership
provided by the Office of Economic Development. In April 2010, City Council adopted the Economic Strategy 2010-2015, which was intended to align City
staff and other resources in a common direction over a five-year period to aggressively regain jobs and revenue as the national economy recovers and create
an outstanding business and living environment that can compete with the world’s best cities over the long-term.

The following provides a sample of major accomplishments achieved during the first 18-month Economic Strategy Workplan, covering the time
period from January 2010 to June 2011:

STRATEGIC GOALS (Economic Strategy 2010-2015)

SAMPLE of MAJOR CITYWIDE ACCOMPLISHMENTS in 2010-11

Encourage Companies and Sectors that Can Drive the San josélSiIicon#

e Assisted SunPower in securing a $30 million Recovery Zone Facility Bond#

#1 Valley Economy and Generate Revenue for City Services and Infrastructure e  Additional relocations, expansions and new openings include C8 Medisensors, Maxim
Y Y Y Integrated Products, Sunpower, Wrightspeed and Intermolecular
#2 Develop Retail to Full Potential, Maximizing Revenue Impact and# e Assisted attraction and opening of significant new retail offerings, including Whole
Neighborhood Vitality Foods, Target, Lunardi’s, Fresh and Easy, Dollar Tree, and Big Lots
. .. e  Adopted North San Jose Design Guidelines to create retail districts and support new
#3 Preserve and Strengthen Manufacturing-Related Activity and Jobs residential and office development (Planning, Building & Code Enforcement)
#4 Nurture the Success of Local Small Businesses . Served 55,000 businesses through BusinessOwnerSpace (BOS.com) website and
translated website into Spanish and Vietnamese; provided business assessment tools
#5 Increase San José’s Influence in Regional, State and National Forums inff . Member of City Administration named to Association of Bay Area Governments
Order to Advance City Goals and Secure Resources (ABAG’s) Regional Planning Committee
Improve the Speed, Consistency, and Predictability of the Development# . More than 370 special projects resulted in more than 2,400 jobs and $3 million in
#6 Review Process ana Reduce Cos,ts of Operating a Business in San José sales and business tax revenue (Planning, Building & Code Enforcement)
’ P 8 . Established Development Services Project Manager to facilitate review process
Prepare Residents to Participate in the Economy Through Training # . Established a pre-apprenticeship training program with Evergreen Community College
#7 Education. and Career Support ’ and the South Bay Labor Council to prepare residents for construction and trades
’ PP careers (work2future)
#8 Advance the Diridon Station Area as Key Transportation Center forH . Secured Council acceptance of the Diridon Station Area Plan (Transportation)
Northern California e  Secured approval by VTA’s Joint Policy Board of the Diridon Station Area Goals
#9 Keep Developing a Competitive, World Class Airport, and Attract New Airf . Completed the $1.3 billion Terminal Area Improvement Program in June 201 |;
Service secured air service to new destinations in Hawaii and Mexico (Airport)
#10 Continue to Position Downtown as Silicon Valley’s City Center . Supported planning and construction of San Pedro Square Urban MarketH
. Retained PricewaterhouseCoopers Downtown and occupancy of Oracle building
#11 Create More Walkable, Vibrant, Mixed-Use Environments to Spurff e Approved mixed-use zonings for transit location along San Carlos Street consisting of
Interaction and Attract Talent retail, housing units, attractive plazas and gathering spaces, and an off-site public park
#12 Develop a Distinctive Set of Sports, Arts, and Entertainment Offerings# . Coordinated 300+ outdoor events on city property, neighborhoods and Downtown$f

Aligned With San José’s Diverse, Growing Population

. Major League Baseball stadium project currently awaiting Commissioner’s response

For the full Economic Strategy, Workplan updates, and list of major accomplishments, please visit http://www.sjeconomy.com/learn/strategy.asp.
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WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT

Workforce Investment Act (WIA) clients receive a broad range of support
services such as job training, job search assistance, and eventually job
placement through the City’s work2future office. The City’s main WIA
programs focus on adults, dislocated (laid-off) workers, and youth (see right).
The Business Services Unit also served 571 business clients in 2010-11; the
unit conducted a range of activities, including job fairs such as “Honor a Hero,
Hire a Vet”, job fairs for workers impacted by the NUMMI and CISCO
workforce reductions, and specialized recruitments for Solopower and
Target. According to the OED, over 4,000 job seekers took advantage of skill
upgrades and training programs throughout the fiscal year.

ARTS & CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT

The Office of Cultural Affairs (OCA) develops and manages resources to
support opportunities for cultural participation and cultural literacy.
In 2010-11, OCA awarded 49 operating and project grants totaling
$2.1 million to San José arts organizations. OCA estimated that the City
provided almost 5 percent of total funding for the organizations it assisted.
Arts education in 2010-11 served 23,585 students, primarily through the
City’s Arts Express exposure program, which was eliminated at the end of
2010-11. The public art program also added 7 new permanent works to the
City’s collection in 2010-1 1, for a total of 259 permanent works.

OUTDOOR SPECIAL EVENTS

In 2010-11, the City sponsored or authorized 313 events with an estimated
attendance of over |.3 million. Compared to 2009-10, the number of events
declined by 12 percent while attendance increased by 31 percent, reflecting a
nationwide trend of more people attending low-cost entertainment close to
home. Large-scale events for the City in 2010-11 included the San José Jazz
Festival, Italian Family Fest, 01S] Festival, the Rock ‘n’ Roll Half Marathon, Sub
Zero Festival, the Veteran’s Day Parade, and the San José Holiday Parade.
The economic downturn and budget reductions continue to affect the
production of other previously held major events such as Cinco de Mayo,
Tapestry Arts, and the America Festival, that have each drawn 50,000-plus in
attendance to downtown San José. The OCA also supports outdoor special
events through the Festival, Parades and Celebrations grant program,
awarding 26 grants totaling almost $300,000 in 2010-11.
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Economic Development

2010-11 Workforce Development Program Participation

Beginning in 2008-09, the State of California started a new one-stop integrated
service delivery model where all clients are automatically enrolled into programs.

% of WIA Clients
201001 P Number of % of WIA Clients ([Employed 6 Months
: rograms Participants Placed in Jobs* after
Initial Placement*
Adults 4,602 96% 102%
Dislocated Workers 4,672 85% 96%
Youth 292 111% N/A

* - percentages relative to federal mandated goals; may result in > 100%)

Grant Expenditures for Arts & Students Served by Arts

Cultural Development

Education
($millions)
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

The mission of the Environmental Services Department is
to work with our community to conserve natural
resources and safeguard the environment for

future generations.
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

The Environmental Services Department (ESD) provides recycling and
garbage services, wastewater treatment, potable water delivery, stormwater
management, and recycled water management. ESD also manages programs
to conserve water and energy resources and achieve other environmental
goals.

Most ESD revenues come from various operating funds that generate
revenues through service and use fees; less than | percent of ESD’s budget
comes from the General Fund. The General Fund accounted for about
$510,000 of ESD’s operating expenditures in 2010-11, down from about $1.3
million five years ago.

In 2010-11, ESD departmental operating expenditures totaled $184 million*, 3
percent less than the previous year but up |7 percent from five years ago.
Staffing in 2010-11 included 501 full-time equivalent positions, down slightly
from 2009-10 but 12 percent more from five years ago.

* In addition, ESD spent $4.1 million in Citywide expenses (including $3.0 million for energy-
related projects funded by the federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Act). Departmental
expenditures also do not include capital expenditures, reserves, or some other program
expenditures paid through ratepayer funds (including City overhead).

ESD Operating Expenditures ESD Authorized Positions
($millions)
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KEY FACTS (2010-11)

San José / Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant

South Bay Water Recycling

National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES)

Environmental Services

Serves about .4 million in San José, Santa
Clara, Milpitas, Campbell, Cupertino, Los
Gatos, Saratoga, and Monte Sereno

Serves the cities of Milpitas, Santa Clara,
and San José

2 permits (wastewater/stormwater);
includes Municipal Regional Stormwater
Permit adopted October 2009 which
covers 76 Bay Area agencies & cities

ESD Operating Expenditures Breakdown (2010-11)

Potable Water

Wastewater Delivery, 10%
Treatment, 30%

Stormwater
// Management, 4%

) . Recycled Water

M anagement, 2%

Recycling and
Garbage Services, Other, 4%

50%

ESD Staffing Breakdown by Positions per Service (2010-11)

Wastewater
Treatment, 312

Strategic Support,
52

Recycling and
_—Garbage Services,
44

Potable Water
Delivery, 31
~~—Other, 23

Stormwater
Management, 38
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

RECYCLING & GARBAGE SERVICES

ESD provides recycling and garbage services to more than 300,000
residential households in San José through contracted service providers,
including California Waste Solutions, Garden City Sanitation Inc., Green
Team of San José, and GreenWaste Recovery. ESD also manages agreements
with about 20 companies to provide construction and demolition waste
collection and recycling services, and provides garbage and recycling services
for approximately 140 City facilities and 800 public litter cans throughout the
City and recycling services for most special events on public property.

In 2008, the state passed legislation requiring the monitoring of each
jurisdiction’s “per capita disposal rate.” The state mandate requires at least
50 percent of solid waste to be diverted’ from landfills; San José has
performed at or above 60 percent for the past five years, including 69
percent in 2010.

Operating expenditures for recycling and garbage services have increased 34
percent over the past five years, from $68.3 million to $91.6 million. The
annual cost per household has increased similarly over that same time, from
$242 to $330 per household. According to ESD, the increase in costs is a
result of increased contracts costs associated with vehicles, labor, and fuel.

For more information on recycling programs and initiatives for residents and
businesses, please see http://www.sjrecycles.org.

Operating Expenditures City's Annual Cost per
Recycling & Garbage Services Household to Provide
($millions) Recycling & Garbage Services
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Environmental Services

THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY ™

% of San José residents rating utility services as
“excellent” or “good”

Yard waste pick-up 76%
Recycling 74%
Garbage collection 74%

Tons of Residential Solid Waste

Recycled or Landfilled

g TONS OF
residential solid
waste recycled

e=fi==Tons of
residential solid
waste landfilled
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refers to any combination of waste prevention, recycling, reuse, and composting activities
(Source: CA Integrated Waste Management Board)

Comparison of Monthly Residential

Garbage and Recycling Rates (201 1)

ulill

Cupertino

Santa
Clara

Redwood SAN JOSE Milpitas Sunnyvale Palo Alto
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Sources: ESD, City of Sunnyvale Utility Rate Comparison, and websites for cited local
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

WASTEWATER TREATMENT

ESD provides wastewater treatment through the San Jose/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant (the Plant) to |.4 million residents in the South Bay.
The Plant is co-owned with the City of Santa Clara; however, it is managed
and operated by ESD. ESD also manages pretreatment programs to control
for pollutants at their source. For 2010-11, operating expenditures totaled
$55 million, 9 percent less than the prior year.

The Plant continues to meet the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s
permit requirements for water discharged into the San Francisco Bay. In
2010-11, pollutant discharge requirements were met or surpassed |00
percent of the time for the eighth straight year

While there has been a decline in influent over the past several years,
increasing maintenance and capital costs associated with aging infrastructure
at the Plant have contributed to high operational costs. ESD is currently
implementing an asset management program to track the condition of Plant
assets.

ESD is currently preparing a Plant Master Plan to serve as a central planning
document to guide improvements to the Plant’s facilities, operations, and land
use over the next 30 years. The Master Plan includes $2.2 billion in capital
improvements, including $1.2 billion in rehabilitation and repair projects
resulting from processes or facilities reaching the ends of their useful lives. It
also includes projects to address odor control, meet future regulatory
requirements, and transition to a new process for managing biosolids.

Millions of Gallons of Cost per Millions Gallons of

Wastewater Treated per Day Woastewater Treated
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Environmental Services

How Much is a Million Gallons of Water?

(10 ft. deep)

A million gallons of water would fit into a
swimming pool about the length of a football field
(267 feet long), 50 feet wide, and 10 feet deep.

Source: http://ga.water.usgs.gov/iedu/mgd.html

Millions of Gallons per Day Discharged to Bay

During Average Dry Weather Season Allowed by

20 - State
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Comparison of Monthly Sewer Rates (2011)
$40
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$15
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SantaClara Mountain West Valley Cupertino  Palo Alto  Sunnyvale SAN JOSE  Milpitas
View Sanitation  Sanitary
Dist. Dist.

Note: Sewer rates pay for costs of the sewer system as well as wastewater treatement.
Sources: ESD, City of Sunnyvale Utility Rate Comparison, and websites for cited local governments

48



ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

DRINKING WATER

ESD operates and maintains the San José Municipal Water System (Muni
Water) which serves about 26,300 customers annually in North San José,
Alviso, Evergreen, Edenvale, and Coyote Valley. For 2010-11, operating
expenditures totaled $19 million and staffing included 31 authorized positions.

Other local San José water retailers include Great Oaks Water Company
(which serves Blossom Valley, Santa Teresa, Edenvale, Coyote Valley, and
Almaden Valley) and the San José Water Company (which serves the San José
Metropolitan area).

In 2010-11, Muni Water delivered 7,211 million gallons of water to its
customers, about 5 percent less five years ago. According to the City’s
Operating Budget, water delivery levels are down primarily due to the
economic downturn and water conservation efforts. Muni Water met federal
water quality standards in 99.6 percent of water samples taken.

For 2010-11, ESD advises that Muni Water rates increased by nearly 3.75
percent to offset increased costs from the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (for water purchases), conservation, revenue loss due to the
economic downturn, and to fund capital investment in the distribution
system. Muni Water rates continue to be below the average of other local
retailers.

Operating Expenditures
Potable Water Delivery

($millions)
5 10,000 -
$20 8,000
$15 6,000
$10 4,000 -
$5 2,000 -
$0 o

'06-'07 '07-'08 '08-'09 '09-'10  '10-'M1

City of San José - 2010-11 Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report

Customers

$60

$50

$30

$20

$10

Millions of Gallons of Water

Delivered to Muni Water

'06-'07 '07-'08 '08-'09 '09-'10

Environmental Services

THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY ™

52% of san José residents* surveyed rated
the delivery of drinking water as
“excellent” or “good”

* Note, this includes Muni Water and non-Muni
Water customers.

Comparison of Monthly Residential Water Bills

mOther San José Water Retailers @ San José Muni Water
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

ESD, along with the Departments of Public Works and Transportation,
manage the City’s storm drains and storm sewer system, the purposes of
which are to sustainably manage stormwater and prevent flooding of streets
and neighborhoods by conveying rainwater into creeks, and eventually the
South San Francisco Bay. ESD accounts for roughly one third of storm sewer
expenditures.

Specifically, ESD manages regulatory programs, initiatives, and activities to
prevent pollution from entering the storm sewer system and waterways.
These efforts protect water quality and the health of the South Bay
watershed and the San Francisco Bay. Included among these programs is the
litter/creek clean up program. These programs and activities are largely
directed by the City’s NPDES permit for municipal storm sewer systems (see
Key Facts at beginning of chapter).

The annual cost per residential unit in 2010-11 was $91.68* (or a monthly
charge of $7.64), an 84 percent increase from five years ago. The rate
increases are a result of increased costs to support infrastructure mainte-
nance, fund rehabilitation and replacement projects, and meet regulatory
requirements.

* NOTE: This rate is for a single-family residence.

ESD Operating Expenditures City's Annual Cost per

Stormwater Management Residential Unit to Manage
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Environmental Services

Breakdown of Storm Sewer Fund Budgeted Expenditures,
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Citywide Overhead,
and Other
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Capital Transfers
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Source: 201 1-12 Adopted Operating Budget

Litter / Creek Clean-Ups
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

RECYCLED WATER

The City invests in South Bay Water Recycling (SBWR) in order to reduce
wastewater effluent to protect the ecosystem of the South Bay, including the
habitat of two federally endangered species, the Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse
and the California Clapper Rail.

In 2010-11, SBWR delivered 3,080 million gallons of recycled water to 611
customers, charging $0.77 to $1.59 per hundred cubic feet of water
depending on the use. SBWR customers used recycled water to irrigate
parks, golf courses, schools, commercial landscape, and for cooling towers.
According to ESD, conservation efforts and cooler weather have resulted in
reduced demand for recycled water.

The cost per million gallons of recycled water delivered has increased over
the last four years from $952 in 2007-08 to $1,821 in 2010-11. According to
ESD, this has been because of increased chemical, energy, and personnel costs
such as communication support, administrative services, management
information systems, and overhead.

In 2010-11, SBWR met recycled water quality standards 100 percent of the
time.

Operating Expenditures Cost per Million Gallons of

Recycled Water ($millions) Recycled Water Delivered
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

PROTECT NATURAL & ENERGY RESOURCES

ESD provides City-wide coordination of efforts to protect and conserve air,
land, water, and energy resources through policy development, education,
and grant-seeking. This work is guided by the City’s Green Vision (see below)
and the United Nations’ Urban Environmental Accords (see below right).

On October 30, 2007, the San José City Council adopted the Green Vision, a |5-year plan to
transform San Jose into a world center of Clean Technology innovation, promote cutting-
edge sustainable practices, and demonstrate that the goals of economic growth, environ-
mental stewardship, and fiscal responsibility are inextricably linked.

Within |5 years, the City of San José in tandem with its residents and businesses will:

1) Create 25,000 Clean Tech jobs as the World Center of Clean Tech Innovation

2)  Reduce per capita energy use by 50 percent

3) Receive 100 percent of its electrical power from clean renewable sources

4)  Build or retrofit 50 million square feet of green buildings

5) Divert 100 percent of the waste from its landfill and convert waste to energy

6) Recycle or beneficially reuse 100 percent of its wastewater (100 million gallons per day)

7)  Adopt General Plan with measurable standards for sustainable development

8)  Ensure that 100 percent of public fleet vehicles run on alternative fuels

9)  Plant 100,000 new trees and replace 100 percent of streetlights with smart,
zero-emission lighting

10) Create 100 miles of interconnected trails

City of San José - 2010-11 Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report

Environmental Services

THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY ™

% of San José residents rating of their local

o .
68% of San José residents surveyed
environment as “excellent” or “good”

reported recycling used paper, cans
or bottles at least 26 times in last

leanliness of San José

12 months c J 52%

74% reported having water-saving Quality of overall natural .

fixtures such as low-flow shower environment in San José 3%
heads or low-flush toilets in their

home Preservation of natural areas

such as open space, farm- o

81% reported that it was “essential” lands, and greenbelts 39%
or “very important” to conserve

water in their home . .
Air quality 43%

U.N. Urban Environmental Accords

On November [, 2005, the San José City Council signed on to the
Urban Environmental Accords, a declaration of participating
city governments to build ecologically sustainable, economically
dynamic, and socially equitable futures for their urban citizens.
There are 21 Accords, comprised of the 7 issues below, each
with 3 actions that can be taken to address the issue.

)

ENERGY: Renewable Energy | Energy Efficiency | Climate Change

WASTE REDUCTION: Zero Waste | Manufacturer Responsibility | Consumer Responsibility
URBAN DESIGN: Green Building | Urban Planning | Slums

URBAN NATURE: Parks | Habitat Restoration | Wildlife

TRANSPORTATION: Public Transportation | Clean Vehicles | Reducing Congestion
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH: Toxics Reduction | Healthy Food Systems | Clean Air

WATER: Drinking Water Access | Source Water Conservation | VWastewater Reduction
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FINANCE

The Mission of the Finance Department is to manage,
protect, and report on the City of San Jose's financial

resources to enhance the City's financial condition for
our residents, businesses and investors.
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FINANCE DEPARTMENT

The Finance Department manages the City’s debt, investments,
disbursements, financial reporting, purchasing, and revenue collection. In
2010-11 the department had approximately |17 authorized positions and
its operating expenditures totaled $14.1 million.*

The Treasury Division manages the City’s cash and investment portfolio. In
accordance with the Investment Policy, safety, liquidity and yield are the
three main foci of the investment program. In 2010-11, the investment
portfolio earned an average of 0.85 percent. Over the last four years the
total investment portfolio dropped from $1.36 billion to roughly $1.1 billion
as a result of City budget shortfalls that decreased the City's investable cash
balances by reducing reserves. The Treasury Division also issues debt and
administers the City’s debt portfolio. At the end of 2010-11, the debt
portfolio consisted of $5.8 billion in bonds outstanding.

The Accounting Division is responsible for timely payments to vendors and
employees, and providing relevant financial information to the public. During
2010-11, the Disbursements section processed approximately 293,000
payments, an increase of almost 7 percent, despite reduced staffing. The
Financial Reporting section is responsible for preparing and issuing the
CAFR, which provides general, financial, and statistical information on the
City’s structure and financial condition.

The Revenue Management Division is responsible for City’s business systems
and processes that support timely billing and revenue collection efforts.
These efforts focused on reducing delinquent accounts receivable and
enhanced revenue compliance. In 2010-11 this resulted in collections of $8.7
million of the City’s outstanding accounts receivable balance.

Finance Operating Expenditures Finance Authorized Positions
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KEY FACTS (2010-11)
Total investment portfolio
Total debt managed
Total dollars procured
Total dollars recovered from surplus sales
Number of Accounts Payable and
Payroll payments made

Total accounts receivables collected

Finance

$951,843,951
$5.8 billion
$89,100,100
$205,137

293,058
$8,672,259

Procurements ($millions)

$150
San Jose Credit Ratings $120 |
S&P AAA $90 1
Moody’s Aaa %60
Fitch AA+
$30
$0
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* The Finance Department was also responsible for $117 million in Citywide expenditures including
$75 million for tax revenue anticipation notes, $14 million for sick leave payouts upon retirement,

and $15 million for Convention Center lease payments.

Total Debt Managed ($billions) Total Investment Portfolio
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FIRE DEPARTMENT

The mission of the San José Fire Department is
to serve the community by protecting life, property, and
the environment through prevention and response.
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FIRE DEPARTMENT

The San José Fire Department provides fire suppression, emergency
medical (EMS), prevention and disaster preparedness services to residents
and visitors in San José’s incorporated and the County of Santa Clara’s
unincorporated areas, totaling approximately 200 square miles. Other fire
prevention services include regulatory enforcement of fire and hazardous
materials codes through inspection activities and construction plan reviews
for residents and businesses. The Office of Emergency Services engages in
emergency planning, preparedness curriculum development and training, and
maintains the City’s Emergency Operations Center.

In 2010-11, the Fire Department’s operating expenditures were $153.4
million*, about the same as in 2009-10 and 20 percent more than five years
ago. There were 770 authorized positions in the Fire Department, or about 9
percent less than in 2009-10.

At the end of 2010-11, the City accepted a federal Staffing for Adequate Fire
and Emergency Response (SAFER) grant that restored 49 positions in the Fire
Department with funding through June 2013; positions and reinstated services
are scheduled to be reduced with the expiration of the SAFER grant. These
positions included the restoration of an Engine Company that was previously
identified for elimination in 2011-12, as well as |3 positions at the Airport.

* - Does not include $8.3 million in Citywide expenses spent by the Fire Department, including $5.8 million on
workers’ compensation claims (up from $5.4 million in 2009-10).

Fire Department Budget Fire Department
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KEY FACTS (2010-11)

Fire stations

Fire companies

Truck companies

Urban search and rescue companies
Hazardous Incident Team (HIT) units

San José Prepared! Graduates (Emergency Preparedness & Planning)

2-hour Disaster Preparedness course graduates

20-hour Community Emergency Response Training (CERT) graduates

Fire

33
30

1,420
95

Emergency Medical Services (EMS)

The City of San José Fire Department provides first responder Advanced Life Support
(paramedic) services primarily within the incorporated City limits through a direct
contract with the County of Santa Clara Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Agency. The
County also contracts with a private company (Rural Metro) to provide emergency
ambulance transportation services exclusively to all County areas (except to the City of

Palo Alto).
Fire Department 2010-11 Expenditures by Service
($millions)
Fire Prevention,
$3.7

Fire Safety Code

Emergency Compliance, $2.0
Response,

Emergency

$135.5
Preparedness &
Planning, $0.1

Strategic Support ,
$12.0
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FIRE DEPARTMENT

EMERGENCY RESPONSE

In 2010-11, the Fire Department responded to 52,564 incidents
(emergencies requiring the use of red lights and sirens); 95 percent of
which were medical emergencies (49,683). Medical emergencies in
2010-11 reflected a 2 percent increase from medical emergency
responses in 2009-10 and 20 percent from five years ago. There were
also 1,570 emergency responses to fires in 2010-1 1, up 3 percent from
2009-10, and 9,828 non-emergency responses, up |4 percent from last
year. A breakdown of all incidents by fire station is provided below.

In 2010-11, the Department was able to contain 60 percent of fires to
the room of origin; this was down 5 percentage points from 2009-10
and below the containment target of 85 percent. Fires that extend
beyond the room of origin typically result in significantly more injuries,
deaths, and property loss. However, the Department continued to
exceed its target of 90 percent of fires contained in the structure of
origin (actual: 94%) for the sixth consecutive year.

There were 34 civilian fire injuries in 2010-1|—this was down 23
percent from 2009-10 but about the same number as five years ago.
According to National Fire Protection Association (NFPA)
comparisons, San José has experienced lower fire-related death and
injury rates per million population than the western United States and
national averages over the past three years.
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Incidents by Fire Station (2010-11)
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NOTE: Fire Station #32 reserved for Coyote Valley, pending future development.
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( *) - Fire Station #20 dedicated to Mineta San José International Airport. Fire Station #33 closed in August 2010 as approved in the 2010-1 | Adopted Operating Budget.
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Fire

EMERGENCY RESPONSE (continued)
City of San José—Map of Fire Stations by Station Number

The Department’s resource deployment plan defines how response time
performance is measured for responding units. Three of the measures that
are regularly reported include: how quickly a responding unit arrives after
receiving a 9-1-1 call, how quickly the second unit arrives after a 9-1-1 call,
and how often the “first due” or assigned company is available for calls in the
response area.

e |Initial responding units arrived within 8 minutes of receiving a 9-1-1 call N NS East
82.1 percent of the time (target: 80%) in 2010-11. Twenty-three out of < >\-T-/> " 'a utml‘s
33 fire stations met or surpassed this goal in 2010-11 (see chart below). nnyvale EET R Rl il . ‘
e Second response units arrived within 10 minutes after receiving a 9-1-1 P~ @
Santa Clara

call 87 percent of the time in 2010-11 (target: 80%).
e 97 percent of all emergencies (medical, fire, etc.) in 2010-11 were
handled by units assigned to their respective districts (target: 85%).

2010-11 marked the fourth straight year that the Department has met its
response time performance standard of 80 percent of initial responding units
arriving within 8 minutes, though this was a slight decline from 82.7 percent in
2009-10. The Fire Department’s implementation of Dynamic Deployment
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also helped mitigate the projected three percentage point decline in response
time performance due to reduced resources.
strategy reallocates available resources based on real-time data and historical

Saratoga o

The Dynamic Deployment

Village'®

Monte
demand patterns. Sereno //,
THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY ™ Los Ga!os
85% of residents surveyed rated 83% of residents surveyed rated S _,;/
San José’s fire services ambulance or emergency medical services (g

100% -

80% +

60%

40% A

20%

0% -

Station #

NOTE: Fire Station #32 reserved for Coyote Valley, pending future development.

as “excellent” or *“good”. as “excellent” or “good”.

m \ - 3
\\\\\ .r_~..“ ,“I:‘/a/mb r \

4 17 Rttt '
— Cambrian - T
T Park ™ \F Q =

- \ \ 4
=z %
Jos“‘\
\ ~ Evergreg
AV o A\ 1 §
I
.\".\

Santa Teresa Ie

County Park

Emergency Response Time Compliance by Station (2010-11)

m %of Time Initial Responding Unit Arrives within 8 Minutes
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( *) - Fire Station #20 dedicated to Mineta San José International Airport. Fire Station #33 closed in August 2010 as approved in the 2010-1 1 Adopted Operating Budget.
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FIRE DEPARTMENT

FIRE PREVENTION

Fire Prevention provides regulatory enforcement of fire and hazardous
materials codes, investigates fire cause, and educates the community to
reduce injuries, loss of life, and property damage from fires and other
accidents. In 2010-11, the Department performed 5,598 fire inspections.*
3,950 of initial inspections were conducted by firefighters, while 1,648 were
conducted by other Fire Prevention staff. About 26 percent of initial
inspections found code violations in 2010-1I.

An estimated |5 percent* of occupancies received state-mandated inspections
in 2010-11 (target: 100%); in addition, an estimated 27 percent* of
occupancies received non-mandated inspections (target: 80%).

Fire Prevention also conducts investigations based on complaints received
about residents or businesses. In 2010-11, 242 complaints were
investigated.*

Fire investigators conducted 370 arson investigations in 2010-11; 264 of those
investigations were determined to be arson. There were 86 arson fires in
structures in 2010-11, resulting in a dollar loss of $14 million, including the
Trace Elementary School fire.

* _ Measure in prior years was not accurately counted; new tracking database will track Fire

Prevention-related measures beginning 2010-1 1.

FIRE SAFETY CODE COMPLIANCE

Fire Safety Code Compliance enforces the City’s Fire and Health and Safety
Codes during the plan review and inspection processes, in coordination with
the Development Services partners (see Planning, Building & Code
Enforcement Department). In 2010-11, 3,524 fire plan checks and 4,190
inspections were performed for Development Services customers.
Eighty-seven percent of inspections in 2010-11 were completed within the
24-hour target. The Fire Department’s Development Fee program recovered
84 percent of its costs in 2010-11; use of fee reserves ultimately resulted in
100% cost recovery.
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Fire

THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY ™

58% of residents surveyed rated

San José’s fire prevention and education
as “excellent” or “good”.

37% of residents surveyed rated

San José’s emergency preparedness as
“excellent” or “good”.
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HOUSING DEPARTMENT

The mission of the Housing Department is to
strengthen and revitalize our community through
housing and neighborhood investment.
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HOUSING DEPARTMENT

The Housing Department provides funding and technical assistance for
the creation of new affordable housing by making loans to developers and
providing homebuyer assistance programs. The Department also
provides rehabilitation loans and grants to extend the useful life of
affordable housing.

In addition, the Department provides investment and support to
neighborhoods through various funding infrastructure improvements.
The Housing Department also contracts with local nonprofits to provide
services to residents who are homeless or at risk of homelessness, and
administers and manages various grants to help provide services.

In 2010-11, operating expenditures allocated to the Housing Department
totaled $9.9 million*, nine percent less than in 2009-10 but 16 percent
more than five years ago, reflecting an expansion of funds for affordable
housing and community development over time. The $9.9 million spent
of administration is about |l percent of the Department’s total
administration and program costs combined (see 2010-11 Housing
Program Funds in this chapter).

* - Does not include all housing program fund expenditures, such as the ARRA Neighborhood Stabilization
Program funds, Community Development Block Grant funds, and Multi-Family Loans and Grants.

Housing

KEY FACTS

Median Household Income in San José*: $76,794

Average Monthly Rent in

San José (I bedroom)**: $1,470
Percent of Renters whose

Gross Rent is 30 percent or

more of Household Income* : 53.4%

Average Monthly Rent in
San José (IBD)*
$2,000
$1750 $1,470
$1500

$1250 ‘/’—-‘\0/‘
$1000
$750
$500
$250
$0

'06-'07 '07-'08 '08-'09 '09-'10 '10-'1

Median Home Price in

San José (single-family)*** : $520,000
(NOTE: as of October 201 1,

Santa Clara County median

home price for single-family

home was $549,000)

Percent of Owners whose

Monthly Owner Costs is 30

percent or more of

Household Income (with and

without a mortgage)* : 41.0%

Median Home Price in San Jose

(single-family )~
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* Source: U.S. Census - American Community Survey—2010 Estimates
*k Source: RealFacts report (from Dept., Q2 201 1)
*¥k% Source: CA Association of Realtors (June 201 1)

Housing Department Housing Department

Operating Expenditures Authorized Staffing
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Housing Department 2010-11 Expenditures by Service

($millions)
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HOUSING DEVELOPMENT & PRESERVATION

Affordable Housing Construction

The Housing Department completed 19 new units of affordable housing in
2010-11, compared to 402 units in 2009-10. In total, there have been 18,159
units built since 1988. Production has been affected by the Supplemental
Education Revenue Augmentation mandated by the State in July 2009. The
Department lent over $60 million to the Redevelopment Agency to make this
payment to the state, making funding of new affordable housing units difficult
in subsequent years.

In 2010-11, the Housing Department closed $47.5 million in construction
financing for six projects with 391 units of affordable housing. The
Department also provided $16 million in new loan commitments to
developers for 263 new affordable housing units in San José. The subsidy per
unit was about $55,000 in 2010-11, a 61 percent decrease from 2009-10.
Moving forward, ten projects are under construction and are expected to be
completed in the coming year, and hundreds of additional units remain in the
pipeline awaiting funding availability.

Housing Rehabilitation

The Housing Department completed 223 rehabilitation projects in 2010-11,
including 108 mobilehome projects, 73 single-family home repairs, and 42
minor repairs. The Department managed nearly $4.7 million in affordable
housing rehabilitation programs in 2010-11, this includes local redevelopment
funds, State CalHome funds, and federal Community Development Block
Grant funds.

Homebuyer Assistance

Potential homeowners can receive assistance through various City programs
such as Welcome Home or other downpayment assistance programs. In
2010-11, 133 homebuyer loans were made to 90 unduplicated households.
The Department also managed $4 million in funding for the homebuyer
program in 2010-11, a decrease from $11 million in 2009-10. This decrease
was due to the sunset of a one-time second mortgage program designed to
sell newly-constructed units in specific geographic locations.
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Housing

THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY ™

Residents' Ratings of Housing

mExcellent Good mFair Poor
Variety of housi
options
Availability of
affordable quality "4 15% 43%
housing
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Affordable Housing Units Completed
(since 1988)
Units Completed in Program Y ear
m Previous Year(s) Total
20,000 4
17,500 -
15,000
12,500 +
10,000 +
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2,500 -4
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Number of Homebuyers Average Per-Unit Subsidy for
Assisted New Construction Projects
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NOTE: methodology change in ‘08-'09.
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HOUSING DEPARTMENT

2010-11 HOUSING PROGRAM FUNDS

The Housing Department administered $89.9 million in program funds in
2010-11, which includes all federal, state, and local funds. Included in the
above were $34.4 million in loans and grants that the Department
administered for various housing, community development, and homeless
programs. Total grant funding was about |19 percent more than in 2009-10;
much of this increase was due to receipt of federal stimulus funds, including
Neighborhood Stabilization Program funding, additional Community
Development Block Grant funds, and homeless services funds through the
Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re-housing Program.

Housing

Housing Department Loans & Grants ($millions)

NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT & STABILIZATION

In 2010-11, the Department received over $9.7 million in Neighborhood
Stabilization Program (NSP) funds to provide to distressed neighborhoods
from the foreclosure crisis. The program is designed to purchase foreclosed
homes, rehabilitate the homes and resell them to low-income homebuyers.
In 2010-11, NSP funds were used to purchase 32 single-family homes and
8 multi-family units. Of these properties, 13 were rehabilitated and sold
back to low and moderate-income households; rehabilitation is underway for
the remaining units.

The Department also supports and invests in neighborhoods through the
Community Development Block Grant program—in 2010-11, 75% of
reported City projects and 96% of nonprofits met their stated outcomes.
The Department also administers a Rental Rights and Referrals Program that
provides mediation for tenant/landlord disputes in rent-controlled units.

HOMELESS SERVICES

According to the 2011 City of San José Homeless Census & Survey, there
were an estimated 4,034 homeless individuals in San José; 76 percent of
these individuals were unsheltered (living on the streets, in vehicles,
abandoned buildings, or illegal encampments). The Department assisted
1,202 homeless individuals in securing permanent housing in 2010-11; 707 of
whom were “chronically homeless”. Since 2005-06, the Department had
assisted nearly 4,500 homeless individuals in securing permanent housing.
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HUMAN RESOURCES

The mission of the Human Resources Department is to
attract, develop, and retain a healthy workforce.
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HUMAN RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

Human Resources manages employee benefits, employment services, and
employee health and safety. In 2010-11, there were approximately 61 FTE
positions in the department and its operating expenditures were $8.9 million*,
a decrease of 8 percent compared to 2009-10.

Health plan costs are a major concern for the City. The City covers 13,215
lives through its four health plans including employees, retirees, and
dependants. Over the last ten years, health plan premiums have more than
doubled as seen in the chart on the left. In the last five years, benefits
administration costs per full time employee have nearly doubled as well, (a
combination of factors are responsible including a shrinking workforce,
increased staffing costs due to the increased pension costs, and a change in
cost accounting with broker fees incorporated into the administration costs
instead of being imbedded in the premiums).

Worker’'s Compensation costs are another big concern for the City; those
costs totaled more than $19.1 million in fiscal year 2010-11. The City is
working, through negotiations with the City’s eleven unions, to reduce
worker’s compensation and disability leave expenditures as well as time lost
due to injuries through various policy changes.

As described previously, the City experienced considerable employee turnover
and bumping during 2010-11, which increased the workload for Human
Resources dramatically. Human Resources coordinates and processes
paperwork for separations and the movement of employees from one position
to another (bumping).

*In addition to these expenditures, the Human Resources department was responsible for $1.9 million of Citywide

Expenditures, including $1.1 million in some but not all worker’s compensation claims. Human Resources was also
responsible for approximately $80 million of health benefits costs.

Annual Cost of Benefits

HR Operating Expenditures

Administration Per Full-Time

Human Resources

KEY FACTS

Percent of Employees contributing to deferred comp 73%
Days for recruitment 9l
Total Worker’s Comp Costs $19.1 million
Percent of employees satisfied with their jobs 58%

(80% in 2006)

Medical Plans: No. of covered lives

Kaiser HMO 8,511
Blue Shield HMO 3,982
Blue Shield POS 185
Blue Shield PPO 537

Kaiser Family Plan Premium Rates

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 20M

Workers' Compensation

Claims and Costs

($millions) )
# of claims per 100 employees
Personal m Non-Personal/Equipment Em ployee . P poy .
o $500 - =t Expenditures per $100 of personnel spending
0 | $400 | 9 4.4
3] 4.2
8 - $300 A
6 17 4
$200 -
4 16 3.8
2 A $100 1 15 36
0 . . T T ) $0 T T 1 % 4 | | ! ! 34
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INDEPENDENT POLICE AUDITOR

The mission of the San José Independent Police Auditor is to provide
independent oversight of the citizen complaint process to ensure
its fairness, thoroughness, and objectivity.
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INDEPENDENT POLICE AUDITOR

The Independent Police Auditor (IPA) provides the public with an objective
review of the police misconduct investigations in order to instill confidence in
the complaint process and to provide independent oversight. In addition, the
IPA conducts outreach to the San José community, proposes policy
recommendations to the City Council, and works to strengthen the
relationship between the San José Police Department and the community it
serves.

In 2010-11, operating expenditures for the IPA totaled $823,221, an increase
of 19 percent compared to 2009-10 and 9 percent compared to five years
earlier. The number of authorized positions was 5 in 2010-1 1, the same as in
2009-10. Compared to five years ago, the office had one fewer position in
2010-11.

In 2010-11, the number of complaints received by the IPA regarding SJPD
increased 28 percent to 349 from 273 in 2009-10. Complaints were down 35
percent, however, compared to five years earlier. The number of people
attending IPA outreach events and meetings increased from 5,783 in 2009-10
to 12,825 in 2010-11, due to the office being fully staffed and efforts by a
newly appointed IPA to reach more community members.

In 2011, the IPA began a new mediation program to expedite resolution of
complaints regarding rude or discourteous behavior by S|PD officers. In
2011, there were five mediations, facilitated by retired judges who
volunteered their services.

IPA Operating Expenditures
($millions)
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

The mission of the Information Technology Department is
to enable the service delivery of our customers through
the integration of city-wide technology resources.
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

The Information Technology Department (IT) manages the City’s information
technology infrastructure, provides enterprise technology solutions, and
supports departmental technology services. IT, together with staff from other
City departments, is responsible for managing a number of City databases
including the Financial Management System, PeopleSoft HR/Payroll system,
Geographic Information System, and the Capital Project Management system.

In 2010-11, operating expenditures for IT totaled $19.0 million*, a 9 percent
decrease from 2009-10. IT staffing totaled 122 positions, |1 fewer than
2009-10 and 35 fewer than 2007-08. [T staffing includes 34 non-technical
positions for the Customer Contact Center, which moved to IT in 2007-08
(which increased overall IT staff by 46 percent).

* In addition, IT was responsible for $190,000 in Citywide expenses.

IT Operating Expenditures IT Authorized Positions

($millions) m Customer Contact Center Positions
W Personnel mNon-Personnel
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Information Technology

KEY FACTS (2010-11)

Customer Contact Center calls 264,438
Service Desk requests 32,876
Centralized E-mail mailboxes 7,490
Network outages 0
Estimated desktop computers Citywide 4,500
Estimated servers Citywide 280

Employee Survey Results

Respondents who
agreed they had the
technology tools
needed to do their

job well
m2006
m201
Respondents who
were satisfied with
computer help desk
services 59%
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Source: City of San José 201 | Employee Survey Report of Findings, Fairbank, Maslin,
Maullin, Metz & Associates

IT Department Staffing as a % of Total
City Staffing
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Source for Industry Standard: City of San José Information Technology
Study, April 2010, Management Partners, Incorporated
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

IT’s target is to have network services available 24/7 at least 99.95 percent of
the time for the City’s enterprise servers, telephones, and the converged City
network. IT met that target on one of the three services in 2010-11.

IT has noted that the technology infrastructure purchased in 2005 when the
City opened a new City Hall is nearing the end of its scheduled
useful life and as a result, the City should anticipate increased equipment
failures and associated system outages. According to IT, the single most
significant obstacle to this problem is the identification of an ongoing source
of funding for IT infrastructure.

The City’s Customer Contact Center processes calls related to utility billing
and services; serves as the primary point of City information for residents,
businesses, and employees; and provides customer support for technology
equipment and applications. The Customer Contact Center targets a 75
percent call answer rate. This was the second year in a row that the target
was not reached. The average wait time was 3.65 minutes, up from 2.95
minutes in 2009-10.

Number of Customer Contact

Center calls received
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LIBRARY

The San José Public Library’s mission is to enrich lives by fostering lifelong
learning and by ensuring that every member of the community has access
to a vast array of ideas and information.
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LIBRARY

The San José Public Library system consists of 23 libraries, including the main
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Library downtown and branches across the City.
In 2010-11, the Library offered 2.3 million materials in various forms includ-
ing books, videos, and eBooks. The Library also provided programs such as
summer reading, literacy assistance, and story times. In 2010-11, 19 of the
system’s libraries were open. As of the end of 2010-11, construction/
renovation had been completed on two additional branches (Bascom and
Seven Trees) but opening dates were deferred due to City budget reduc-
tions.

In 2010-11, the Library’s operating expenditures totaled $30.6 million,* |1
percent less than one year ago and 2 percent less than five years ago. Staff-
ing totaled 30| authorized positions, 18 percent fewer than both one and
five years ago. In 2010-11, hours open annually totaled 39,822, a drop of
I 1% from the prior year and 10% from five years ago.

The Library recently received the 2011 National Medal for Museum and Li-
brary Service, awarded by The Institute of Museum and Library Services. It
was one of only 10 organizations nationally to receive the award.

In a resident survey, 68 percent rated the quality of public library services as
good or excellent. 27 percent rated services fair and 5 percent rated ser-
vices poor.

*Does not include capital or Library Parcel tax.

Library Operating Expenditures

($millions) Library Staffing
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KEY FACTS (2010-11)

Library

Libraries open 19
Libraries under construction or constructed but
with deferred openings 4
Weekly library visitors 130,388
Total library materials 2,272,760
Number of eBooks 19,366
Number of items checked out (including eBooks) 13,737,429
Number of registered borrowers 737,153
How would you rate the quality of
public library services in San Jose?
Poor
5% —_— Excellent
21%
Falr/ Good
)
27% 47%
SOURCE: The National Citizen Survey ™
Expenditures Per Capita Total Hours Open Annually
(2009-10) (thousands)
San Francisco
Santa Clara (City) 50
Sunnyvale 40 1
Oakland 30 |
SAN JOSE 20 |
Statewide Mean o |
San Diego
! : : ‘ 0
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SOURCE: Cdlifornia Library Statistics 201 |
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LIBRARY COLLECTION AND CIRCULATION

In 2010-11, the Library’s collection totaled about 2.3 million items, about 2%
percent fewer than in 2009-10 but about 7 percent more than five years ago.

Although eBooks remain a small portion of the total collection, their number
increased 16% to 19,366 in 2010-11, compared to the prior year and has
increased 562% compared to five years ago. Circulation of eBooks has also
continued to increase. It totaled 176,667 in 2010-11, a 58% increase over the
prior year and a 227% increase over five years ago. The Library recently
began offering eBooks for Kindle devices and Kindle apps via a virtual branch.

Total circulation in 2010-11 (including eBooks) was 13.7 million, a 9 percent
decrease over one year ago and a 3 percent decrease compared to five years
ago. Library borrowers placed about 484,000 online holds to reserve
materials.

In 2010-11, circulation per capita (including eBooks) was 14.3, a 2 percent
decrease from the prior year and a | percent decrease from five years ago.
The graph below shows that San José’s circulation per capita was lower than
that of Santa Clara or Sunnyvale in 2009-10 but higher than San Francisco,
Oakland, San Diego, and the statewide mean.

Twenty-seven percent of San José respondents to The National Citizen
Survey indicated they, or someone in their household, used San José libraries
more than |2 times during the last year.
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Library
LIBRARY

LIBRARY PROGRAMS AND SERVICES

The City’s libraries provide programs to promote reading and literacy and Percent of Library Customers Rating Staff Assistance as

support school readiness. Programs include adult and family literacy
programs, preschool and early education initiatives, story time programs, and
summer reading programs.

Helpful, Prompt, or Courteous

In 2010-11, City libraries offered 3,256 literacy programs or services with 85% 06-07
attendance totaling 111,471. Total attendance was down || percent from Helpful 91% u'07-08
2009-10, but 5 percent higher than five years ago. The largest attended 87% m'08-09
program was the story time program (about 94 percent of all program atten- 92% W09
dees). In 2010-11, there were 10,954 participants in the summer reading pro- b

gram, |2 percent fewer than in 2009-10.
In 2010-11, the number of computer sessions on library computers totaled 84%
about 1.7 million, a decrease from the prior year. According to the
department, this was due primarily to the drop in hours open from 2009-10
to 2010-11.
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LIBRARY

SAN JOSE BRANCH LIBRARIES

Library

Branch Library Hours Open Per Week W2009-10
In 2010-11, the City had I8 branch libraries open 39 hours per week and 2010-11
the main Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Library open 77 hours per week 1
. % . . Almaden
(compared to 8l hours in 2009-10).* Ongoing budget reductions have {
. . Alvi
resulted in reduced branch library hours. In 2009-10, branch e
N . . B
libraries were open 47 hours per week over six days of service. In 2010-11, erryessa |
branch libraries were open 39 hours a week over five days of service. Such Biblioteca Latino Americano. |
decreases continued into 201 1-12. Cambrian —
Dr. Roberto Cruz Alum Rock
In 2010-11, construction was completed on Seven Trees Library and East San Jose Carnegie _
Community Center and the Bascom Library and Community Center. The Evergreen
Seven Trees Community Center opened in October 2010 but opening Edenvale
dates for both libraries have been deferred due to budget and staffing Hillview | ——
reductions. Rose Garden |
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Library* ]
Circulation in 2010-11 varied significantly among locations. The main library SantaTeresa —
(Dr. P.’Ia.trtln Luther King, Jr.) downtown -had the highest circulation, tetallng Pearl Avente
1.5 million . The Evergreen branch had circulation that was nearly as high, at ) . _
. . A K . R oyce Ellington
just under 1.5 million. Other high circulation branches included Berryessa 1
- s 1 Tully
(1.2 million), Tully (1.1 million), and Santa Teresa (1.1 million). Vinelon |
Inelan
West Valley 7_
* Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Library was open 77 hours per week during the academic year (72 hours Willow Glen |
funded by City of San José and 5 hours funded by San José State University) and 63 hours per week during . . . . . . . | ,
the non-academic periods in winter and summer (58 hours funded by the City of San José and 5 hours 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

funded by San José State University).

Branch Library Circulation

m 2009-10 2010-1
2,000,000 -
1600,000 -
1200,000 -
800,000 -
400,000 | I I I I
. m » N n i
Almaden Alviso Berryessa Cambrlan ESJC Evergreen Edenvale Hillview Rose Santa Pearl Tully Vineland West Willow
Garden Teresa Avenue Valley Glen

NOTE: BL = Biblioteca Latinoamericana; AR = Dr. Roberto Cruz Alum Rock; ESJC = East San José
Carnegie; MLK = Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Library; JE = Joyce Ellington
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LIBRARY

In November 2000, voters approved a Branch Library Bond Measure,
dedicating $212 million over ten years for the construction of six new and 14
expanded branch libraries in San José. The first project to be completed
under this measure was the new Vineland Branch in South San José, which
opened its doors in January, 2004.

Branch Library Development Timeline

6/30/03 6/30/04 6/30/05 6/30/06 6/30/07 6/30/08 6/30/09 6/30/10 6/30/11
T T T T T T T ] ]
| | | | | | | 1 1
| ° | * | * | * | ® | * | * | Seven Trees Library and 1
| 1/04, Vineland | 1/05, Tully | 7/05, Dr. Roberto | 9/06, Evergreen | 11/07, Edenvale | 8/08, Pearl Avenue | 8/09, East San José Community Cente?l
Branch opens, Community Branch Cruz Alum Rock Branch opens, cost: Branch opens, cost: Branch opens, cost: Carnegie Branch 1 construction completed; 1
I cost: - | opens, c??t: I Branch L?Rens, cost: | $10.2 million | $10.0 million | $8.1 million | opens, ) ;ost: 1 Library opening TBD, ! 1
1 $9.1 million 1 $10.6 million 1 $11.2 million 1 1 1 1  $9.8 million | (community center 1
| | | | | I | 1 opened October 2010) 1
1 1 [ 1 [ ] 1 [ 1 ® | [ ) 1 | cost: $11.6 million |
1 1 3/05, Berryessa | 2/06, Rose Garden | 11/06, Cambrian 1 6/08, Joyce Ellington | 8/08, Willow Glen 1 ° | |
Branch opens, Branch opens, cost: Branch opens, cost: Branch opens, cost: Branch opens, cost:
! ! cost: I $94milion I $11.9 million I $95 million I $87 million I 210 Santa Teresa | |
1 1 $9.3 million 1 1 1 1 ] Branch opens, cost: I Bascom Library and 1
| | | | | | | $11.7 million I Community Center |
([ ] [ construction completed;
! ! 506, Almaden ! 1107, Hilkview | I I ! °||°;"7'“g,ITI,BD' cost: !
1 1 1 Community Center 1 Branch opens, | 1 1 | $!97 million |
| | | and Library opens, | cost: 1 1 1 1 1
1 1 1 cost: 1 $11.1 million 1 1 1 I |
$8.2 million
| | | | | | | 1 1
| | | | | | | 1 1
| | | | | | | 1 1
| | | | | | | 1 1
| | | | | | | 1 1
| | | | | | | 1 1
| | 1 1
| 1 | |
Costs to date Costs to date Costs to date Costs to date Costs to date Costs to date Costs to date Costs to date Costs to date
(on competed (on competed (on completed (on completed (on completed (on completed (on completed (on completed (on completed
projects): projects): projects): projects): projects): projects): projects): projects): projects):
$-0- $9.1 million $29.0 million $57.8 million $91.0 million $110.5 million $127.3 million $148.8 million $180.1 million
Projects in construction phase: Project in pre-construction phase:
Educational Park Branch, projected opening TBD, Southeast Branch, projected opening TBD,
project budget: $13.5 million project budget: $9.1 million

Calabazas Branch, projected opening TBD,
project budget: $7.3 million
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PARKS, RECREATION AND NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES

The mission of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood
Services is to build healthy communities through
people, parks, and programs.
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PARKS, RECREATION AND NEIGHBORHOOD
SERVICES

The Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services Department (PRNS)
operates the City’s regional and neighborhood parks, as well as special
facilities such as Happy Hollow Park & Zoo. PRNS also operates the City’s
community and recreation centers and provides various recreation,
community service, and other programs for the City’s residents.

In 2010-11, PRNS departmental operating expenditures totaled $59.8
million*, 5 percent less than 2009-10. Staffing totaled 628 authorized
positions, 42 fewer positions than 2009-10. The largest decrease came in
the aquatics program, which saw its staff cut by 2| positions as the City
reduced programming or sought alternative delivering options for its
aquatics programs as a budget balancing measure.

PRNS has a goal of recovering 40 percent of its direct program costs
through collected revenues (e.g., fees, charges, leases, grants). For 2010-11,
the direct program cost recovery rate was 32 percent. Program fees
accounted for roughly two-thirds of collected revenues.

* PRNS was also responsible for $14.8 million in Citywide expenses. Significant Citywide
expenses included $4.8 million for San José B.E.S.T., $3 million for senior and youth services
from the Healthy Neighborhood Venture Fund, $2.1 million for the Children’s Health Initiative,
and $1.5 million for workers’ compensation claims. Departmental operating expenditures also
do not include capital expenditures, reserves, or pass-through items such as federal Community
Development Block Grant funds.

PRNS Operating Expenditures PRNS Authorized Positions

($millions)

m Personnel m Non-Personnel

800
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600

60 -

§ 500
$40 400
300

$20 | 200 4
100

$0 - 0+

'06-'07 '07-'08 '08-'09 '09-'10 '10-'M '06-'07 '07-'08 '08-'09 '09-'10 '10-'M

City of San José - 2010-11 Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report

Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services

THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY ™

o A romref
53% of san José residents surveyed rated
San José’s recreational opportunities as
“excellent” or “good”

PRNS Operating Expenditures Breakdown

ParksMaintenance
and Operations
38%

Recreationand
Community
Services
53%

Strategic Support
9%

Parks and Recreation Employees per 10,000 Residents,
California's 10 Most Populous Cities, 2009-10

Oakland
Anaheim

San Francisco
Sacramento
Los Angeles
San Diego
SAN JOSE
Long Beach
Bakersfield

Fresno

0.0 25 5.0 75 10.0 125 15.0

Source: 201 | City Park Facts, The Trust for Public Land
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PARKS, RECREATION AND NEIGHBORHOOD
SERVICES

PARKS

In 2010-11, there were 182 developed neighborhood parks covering 1,162
acres in San José. The City has added 27.4 acres of new developed parkland
over the past five years. See box below right for list of park additions.

The cost to maintain neighborhood parks was $10,325 per acre, 10 percent
less than 2009-10. According to the department, this was a result of budget
cuts to related labor and non-personnel expenses. For 2011-12, to reduce
costs the City has begun contracting out restroom custodial services and
landscape maintenance services in small parks and civic grounds less than
two acres.

The City’s adopted Green Vision sets forth a goal of 100 miles of
interconnected trails by 2022. As of June 201 I, there were 53.7 miles of
trails (approximately 28 miles of which have been completed since 2000).
An additional 75 miles have been identified or are being studied for further
development, or are in the planning or construction phases of development.

For a list of City parks, see www.sjparks.org/parksdirectory.asp.
For a list of trails, see www.sjparks.org/Trails/TrailsList.asp.

Cost per Developed

Number and Miles of Trails Compared to Program Goals

! (Goal: 35 trails)

Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services

THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY ™

o, & e
68% of san José residents surveyed rated
San José’s parks services as
“excellent” or “good”

86% reported having visiting a
park at least once in the past year

KEY FACTS (2010-11)
Developed neighborhood parks 182 parks covering 1,162 acres

Acreage of regional parks and City golf courses:

Regional parks (9 parks) 1,478 acres
Golf courses (3 courses) 371 acres
Total 1,849 acres

NOTE: Within San José’s boundaries are Santa Clara County and other public lands that
are not included in the above figures.

Developed Neighborhood Parkland Added
Within Past Five Years

Ramac Park (10.6 acres)

Raleigh Linear Green Park (5.4 acres)
Carolyn Norris Park (1.3 acres)
Luna Park (1.3 acres)

Parque de la Amistad (1.0 acres)
Charlotte Commons (1.0 acres)
Vieira Parks (1.0 acres)

Nisich Park (1.0 acres)

St. Elizabeth Park (0.9 acres)

Bonita Park (0.8 acres)

Piercy Park (0.8 acres)

Selma Olinder Dog Park (0.8 acres)
Fleming Park (0.5 acres)

Theodore Lenzen Park (0.5 acres)
Jackson/Madden Park (0.3 acres)

2010-11  =+Goal

Neighborhood Park Acre
Maintained = [
$12,500 - Number of trails 27
$w0o0004 1 0 W @ EEEERAAEAEA L
$7,500 -
$5,000 -
Miles of trails 53.7
$2,500 -
$0 : : : : : . .
'06-'07 '07-'08 '08-'09 '09-'10 '10-'11 0 20 40
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Ryland Dog Park (0.2 acres)
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PARKS, RECREATION AND NEIGHBORHOOD
SERVICES

RECREATION PROGRAMS AND COMMUNITY CENTERS

PRNS program offerings include (but are not limited to) after-school
programs, aquatic programs, arts and crafts, dance, educational programs,
health and fitness programs, sports, therapeutic classes designed for persons
with disabilities, and programs for seniors. For a list of all programs and

classes, see www.sanjoseca.gov/prns/cag/.

In 2010-11, the City had 55 community centers (including youth and senior
centers). These include 10 large hub community centers located in each of
the City’s Council Districts as well as smaller satellite and neighborhood
centers. The City’s community centers covered about 550,000 square feet, 8
percent more than five years ago.

The City’s 10 hub community centers were open 63 hours per week on
average. This will be reduced to 59 hours per week for 2011-12.

Selected sites (known as reuse sites) allow use, in some cases at no cost, by
for-profit, nonprofit, neighborhood associations, school districts, and other
government agencies or community service providers in exchange for
services that primarily benefit San José residents. In 2010-11, the number of
sites in the reuse program more than doubled from 20 to 42.

Community Centers in Estimated Participants in All

Operation Programs (millions)

m City Operated  mReuse sites 30 -

60 -
251

50 |
2.0

40 4
15

30 |
20 | 10 4
10 A 0.5

0 A 0.0 . . .
'06-'07 '07-'08 '08-'09 '09-'10 '10-'M1 '06-'07 '07-'08 '08-'09 '09-'10 '10-'11

Data unavailable for 2006-07 and 2008-09
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Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services

KEY FACTS (2010-11)

Community centers in operation
(including reuse sites) 55

Community center square footage 549,974 sq. ft.

Average weekly hours open:

Hub community centers 63
Satellite community centers 40
Neighborhood centers 15

Estimated recreation program participants* 2,029,833

* This is a duplicated count (i.e., individuals are counted for each program attended).

THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY™

Ratings of Recreation Services

m Excellent m Good Fair ~ mPoor
Recreation Centers o
T I n ! nier: r 30%
Facilities
Recreation Programs o
I rogr: r 35%
Classes
Services to Seniors 34% -
Services to Youth 41% _
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percent of respondents

Participation in Recreation Opportunities

Participated in

Recreation Programor 39%
Activity
Used Recreation Center 49%
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percent of respondents who did each at least once in last 12 months
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PARKS, RECREATION AND NEIGHBORHOOD
SERVICES

COMMUNITY SERVICES

PRNS provides a number of community services including anti-graffiti and anti-
litter programs, gang prevention and intervention programs, the Safe Schools
Campus Initiative (SSCI)*, the senior nutrition program, and others.

In 2010-11, the City removed more than 200,000 graffiti tags, nearly four
times the number five years ago. According to PRNS, to address the increase
in graffiti, the department shifted staff priorities, centralized its paint bank, and
shifted data entry work from maintenance to administrative personnel.
Graffiti hotline requests for tag removal were completed within 48 hours 98
percent of the time, meeting PRNS’ goal of 95 percent.

PRNS’ SSCI team responded to 474 incidents on SSCI campuses, down from
731 four years ago when there had been a spike in gang-related incidents.
Funding for SSCI was targeted for reduction for 201 1-12 with the program
expected to solely focus on high schools. Funding was partially restored for
middle schools for 201 I-12 but that is slated for elimination for 2012-13.

%of Graffiti Hotline
Requests Completed
within 48 Hours

%of Responses to
Incidents on Safe
School Campus sites
within 30 Minutes

%of B.E.S.T. Youth

The San José Bringing Everyone’s Strengths Together (B.E.S.T.) program

Program Participants
Experiencing a
Change for the Better
Dueto Youth Service

provides services to at-risk youth and their families. In 2010-11, there were
5,543 program participants, up 22 percent from five years ago.

*SSCl is a partnership between school districts and the City (including the Police Department) to
address violence-related issues in schools.

Incidents on Safe School

Estimated Graffiti Tags

Removed (thousands)

Programs

Campus Sites Responded To

m Proactive and Other Jobs  m Hotline Requests 800
250 -
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Performance of Select Community Services
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PARKS, RECREATION AND NEIGHBORHOOD
SERVICES

Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services

Old Alviso O QAlvisoY:Mh

SANJOE N

VALLLY

CITY OF SAN JOSE
COMMUNITY CENTERS

Community Conter Center @

880,
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Community Centers

December 2010
Total Centers: 55
Center Type
W Hub  (10) :
O Other (3) /&
© Re-Use Prior Years (20) ' N
© Re-Use Current Year (22) 0 1 2

e Co ity Conter H:::pu Community Center
Hoover Community ® op eighborhood liview Library
Cypress Senior
Center 6 () Welch Neighborhood Center
ooy () Washington United Youth
West San Jose @) @ © Millbrook Community Conter
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Source: San José Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services Department
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PLANNING, BUILDING AND CODE ENFORCEMENT

The mission of the Planning, Building & Code Enforcement
Department is to facilitate the preservation and building of a safe,
attractive, vibrant and sustainable San José through partnership

with and exceptional service to our diverse communities and
customers.
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PLANNING, BUILDING & CODE ENFORCEMENT

The Planning, Building & Code Enforcement (PBCE) Department manages and
reviews development and construction applications to allow issuance of
permits in compliance with applicable codes and policies. The Planning
Division administers the long-range planning projects, such as the San Jose
2020 General Plan as well as the processing of land development applications
in conformance with the City's long-range planning goals. The Building
Division reviews new construction projects within the City to ensure that
they meet health and safety requirements specified in the Uniform Building
Codes. The Code Enforcement Division enforces various ordinances that
promote the health, safety, and appearance of existing buildings and
neighborhoods.

In 2010-11, the Planning, Building & Code Enforcement (PBCE) Department’s
operating expenditures were $26.9 million*, slightly less than in 2009-10 and
26 percent less than five years ago. There were 211 authorized positions in
the Department, the same number as in 2009-10 and 40 percent less than five
years ago.

* Does not include $1.8 million that PBCE spent in Citywide expenses, most of which went towards the
Comprehensive General Plan Update.

PBCE Operating Expenditures PBCE Authorized Positions
($millions)
$40.0 - 400
$350 - 350
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$10.0 4 100 |
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Planning, Building & Code Enforcement

THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY ™

() . . ) .
58% of residents surveyed rated the overall quality of new development in San José
as “excellent” or “good”.

San José Residents’ Ratings of City Services

M Excellent Good mFair mPoor

Code enforcement ‘
buildings, etc.)

Land use, planning &

Zzoning 28% 52%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

PBCE 2010-11 Expenditures by Service ($millions)

Long Range Land Use

Development Plan
Planning, $1.9

Review & Building
Construction

Inspection, $%4.6
Strategic Support,
$1.1

Community Code
Enforcement, $9.3
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DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Development Services Partners include:

e  Planning, Building & Code Enforcement Department
e  Fire Department (see Fire section)

e Public Works Department (see Public Works section)

Development Services assists residents and businesses in navigating the City’s
permitting processes through a “one-stop” Permit Center in City Hall. The
Permit Center saw 27,666 customers in 2010-11, about 7 percent fewer
customers from 2009-10 and 40 percent less than in 2007-08. Despite fewer
customers, Development Services experienced more activity in 2010-11 as
planning applications, building permits, and building inspections were all up
compared to 2009-10 figures. For more details, see charts below and Fire
and Public Works sections.

Timeliness in 2010-11 improved in five of the seven listed permitting
processes compared to 2009-10 performance. In 2010-11, Development
Services partners improved various processes, including the consolidation of
administrative services into one Hub for all partners and providing expedited
reviews and services for key economic development projects. Timeliness of
individual steps in the development process varies depending on the scale and
complexity of a given project, and can involve one to all three of the
Development Services Partners listed above. Annual targets for timeliness
were also met for four of the seven listed permitting processes in 2010-1 1.

Development Services Development Plan Reviews

Permit Center Customers

W Plan Checks Planning Applications
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Planning, Building & Code Enforcement
Timeliness of Development Services (2010-11)

W FY09-10 Performance
FY10-11Performance

Walk-in Customers

Served in <30 mins. 64%

|

Planning Comments

within 30 days 50%

Conformance Review
within 2 days

89%

P ublic Works Plan
Check (ranges from 2-
30 days)

78%

Fire Plan Checks within

established time targets 100%

Building Plan Check

within project cycle time 87%
within 24 hours 72%
T T T T 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Source: Mayor’s Development Services Report, July 201 |
NOTE: The selected measures above may occur si ly; some are d dent on completion of particular processes. In addition,

projects only go through Public Works and/or the Fire Department if the project in question has an impact on public facilities (e.g., traffic,
streets, sewers, utilities, flood hazard zone) or fire-related issues (e.g. need for fire sprinkler systems or fire alarm systems), respectively. As
such, one project may require multiple permits and inspections. For other Fire or Public Works measures related to Development Services,
see the Fire and/or Public Works sections.

Building Permits Issued Field Inspections
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PLANNING, BUILDING & CODE ENFORCEMENT

DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW & BUILDING
CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION (continued)

Due to their varying scale and complexity, some development projects
require approval through a public hearing while others require only
administrative approval. In 2010, about 79 percent of projects required
administrative approval. It was estimated that about 52 percent of all projects
in 2010 were commercial, while 42 percent were residential.

In 2010, customer satisfaction improved for both projects requiring a public
hearing and those requiring administrative approval, due in part to the
Development Services Partners’ efforts to improve various business
processes. For example, in addition to providing expedited service lines for
certain types of reviews (see previous page), the Partners implemented an
internal “Project Chess Clock” to help track the time a particular project was
being analyzed by each of the Partners and/or modified by the applicant, and
also consolidated administrative services and support among the Partners.

Across all the Partner departments, Development Services was a $25 million
business of the City of San José in 2010-11, reaching 96.6 percent cost
recovery. All individual programs (Planning, Building, Public Works, and Fire)
are intended to reach 100% cost recovery, including the use of fee reserves
when needed.

Development Services 2010-11 Summary ($millions)

Partner Revenue Cost % Cost Recovery * Positions (rounded)

Planning $ 24 % 25 95.5% 12

Building $ 162 | $ 16.3 99.1% 99

Public Works $ 24 % 24 100.0% 12

Fire $ 32 % 38 84.4% 21
TOTAL $ 242 % 25.0 96.6% 143

* - NOTE: All individual programs (Planning, Building, Public Works, and Fire) are intended to reach 100%
cost recovery, including the use of fee reserves when needed.
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Planning, Building & Code Enforcement

Examples of Planning Timelines

< 30 days: Single Family House Permit, dead tree removal, sign permits

< 60 days: commercial/retail site modifications, residential addition/conversion

< 90 days: church, school, child care additions or conversions, commercial and
industrial sites

< 120 days: gas stations, nightclubs or bars, high density residential permit ( > 3 stories)
< 180 days: high density residential permit (3 stories or more), hillside development,
hotels/motels with more than 100 rooms

> 180 days: large public / quasi-public use

Development Services -

Overall Customer Satisfaction by Project Type

e—fi=— Administrative Approval
Public Hearing
100% -

74%

80%1 ./.—_"\"/-

60% | 68%
40%

20%
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Development Services 2010-11 Development Services 2010-11
Projects by Type Project Approvals

m Required Administrative Approval
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Required Public Hearing
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COMMUNITY CODE ENFORCEMENT

In 2010-11, the Planning, Building & Code Enforcement Department (PBCE)
opened up a total of 9,268 enforcement cases, a 42 percent decrease
compared to 2009-10. Complaint-based enforcement cases made up 8l
percent of all cases in 2010-11. There were 1,799 proactive enforcement
cases opened in 2010-11, a 71 percent decrease compared to 2009-10.

There are three categories of complaints:

® Emergency complaints involving immediate threat to life or property
(e.g. unsecured pool fence, sewage leak)

® Priority complaints involving instances that by their nature may pose a
threat to life or property (e.g. housing complaints or construction
without a permit)

® Routine complaints (e.g. non-health and safety conditions such as
zoning, illegal signs, lawn parking, or other conditions)

In 2010-11, there were 136 emergency complaints, all of which were
responded to within the targeted time frame of 24 hours.

The cost per violation to the City was $575 for complaint-based violations
and $49 for proactive enforcement, down from $693 and $92 in 2009-10
respectively. In 2010-11, 93 percent of code violations were resolved
through voluntary compliance; this has been at 93 percent or greater each
year since 2007-08.

Enforcement Cases Opened Cost Per Violation (to City)

Complaint-based Complaint-based Enforcement

mProactive mProactive Enforcement
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Planning, Building & Code Enforcement

THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY ™

To what extent, if at all, are run down buildings, weed lots and
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Timeliness of Code Enforcement Inspections

PBCE Customer Survey Ratings

(NOTE: Results of an annual Dept. survey to customers; separate from
survey of resident perceptions in The National Citizen Survey)
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POLICE

The San José Police Department’s mission is to create safe
places to live, work and learn through community
partnerships.
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POLICE

In 2010-11, San José Police Department (SJPD) operating expenditures
totaled about $290.8 million,* just slightly less than in 2009-10 and |3 percent
more than five years earlier.

In 2010-11, there were 1,689 authorized positions in the SJPD, a decrease of 5
percent from the prior year. Sworn positions totaled 1,268 (down 7 percent
from 1,361 in 2009-10). The number of sworn staff per 1,000 residents de-
creased from 1.40 in 2006 to 1.32 in 2010.

Sixty-one percent of San José respondents to The National Citizen Survey™
rated the quality of Police services in San José as good or excellent. Twenty-nine
percent of respondents said they had contact with a San José Police Department
employee during the prior year. Sixty-seven percent rated their overall impres-
sion of that contact as good or excellent.

*The Police Department was also responsible for $12.7 million in Citywide expenditures, including
$7.9 million for workers’ compensation claims (up from $7.2 million in 2009-10). Departmental
operating expenditures do not include capital expenditures, federal and state drug forfeiture funds,
or various grants.

Police Department Operating Police Department Authorized
Expenditures ($millions) Positions
m Personnel  m Non-Personnel m Sworn Staff m Civilian Staff
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Police

KEY FACTS (2010-11)

Police stations |

Community policing centers (in addition, South San
José Police Substation is fully constructed but

opening was deferred due to budget reductions) 3
Sworn police employees 1,268
Total authorized positions 1,689
Total emergency calls 406,616

How would you rate the quality of Police services in

San Jose?
Poor Excellent

% 4%
S

Fair
32%

Good
47%
SOURCE: The National Citizen Survey ™
San Jose Sworn Staff
Per 1,000 Residents THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY ™
160 1 29% of san José residents surveyed said they

1.40 4
1.20 4
1.00
0.80
0.60 -
0.40 -
0.20
0.00

had in —person or phone contact with an em-
ployee of SJPD within the last 12 months

() . . .
67 % of those rated their overall impression
of that contact as good or excellent

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
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CRIME IN SAN JOSE

In 2010, there were 25,296 major violent and property crimes in San José,
3 percent fewer than in 2009 and 9 percent fewer than five years ago. Major
crimes include homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny,
and vehicle theft. In 2010, there were 20 homicides in San José, eight fewer
than the previous year.

The rate of major crimes per 100,000 residents in San José has been below
the state and federal rates in each of the past five years. In 2010, the rate
was 2,473 crimes per 100,000 residents, compared to 2,950 and 3,346
crimes for California and the U.S., respectively. San José’s rate was also
lower than that of other major California cities, as shown in the graph be-
low. The San José, California, and U.S. rates have decreased over the five-
year period.

The Gang Investigations Unit (GIU)* received 615 cases in 2010-11. GIU
works to reduce gang activity through a coordinated approach with Bureau
of Field Operations personnel, parole and probation officers, and gang unit
district attorneys by identifying and suppressing the gangs responsible for the
direction of criminal activity by subordinate gang members.

*In 2010-11, the Police Department merged the Violent Crimes Enforcement Unit (VCET),
(which worked to suppress gang activity) with the METRO unit (which focused on street-level
alcohol, drug, and criminal activities including gang-related activity, graffiti problems and home-
less encampments). GIU typically worked closely with VCET and expects to continue to work
closely with the new METRO Unit. Five-year GIU caseload data is not shown here because it
was not available on a consistent basis.

Major Crimes Homicides in San Jose

mViolent mProperty

30,000 - 35
25,000 - 30 4
20,000 1 251
20

15,000
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10,000 -
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5,000 5 4
0 -+ oA

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
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Police

Major Violent and Property Crimes per 100,000 Residents

4,500 -
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3,500 +
3,000 -
2,500 +
2,000 -
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1,000 -
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muUs. California ESAN JOSE

Sources: SJPD, CA Department of Justice, FBI

NOTE: Major crimes include homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary,
larceny, and vehicle theft

2010 Major Violent and
Property Crimes per 100,000

Number of Arrests (Felony,

Misdemeanors, and Status

Residents Offenses)*

Oakland 40,000
35,000 4
San Francisco 30,000 -
25,000 4
Los Angeles 20,000 |
San Diego 15,000 4
10,000 S
SAN JOSE 5,000 1
1 T T T | 0 -+

0 2,000 4,000 6,000 8,000 2008 2009 2010 201

* Data not available for 201 I.
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POLICE

CALLS FOR SERVICE

The SJPD responds to emergency and non-emergency calls. In 2010-11,
there were about 907,000 total calls for service, slightly more calls than
during the previous year. However, the number of 9-1-1 and other emer-
gency calls increased by 10% percent (totaling about 407,000 or 45 percent
of all calls). 9-1-1 calls alone increased by about |6 percent, from 286,000 to
332,000. There also continued to be an increasing number of wireless 9-1-1
calls. The number has risen from about 115,000 in 2006-07 to about
267,000 in 2010-1 1 (about 66 percent of all emergency calls).

In 2010-11, the number of non-emergency calls (e.g. 3-1-1 calls) totaled
about 345,000 (38 percent of total calls). This was 2 percent fewer than in
the previous year. Field events (e.g., car and pedestrian stops or officer-
initiated calls) accounted for the remaining |7 percent of calls. In 2010-11,
total field events were |5 percent fewer than the previous year and lower
than any of the previous four years.

Emergency Calls Officer Initiated Calls and
mWireless 9-11calls mAll Other Emergency Calls Car/Pedestrian Stops
W Officer-initiated calls i Car and pedestrianstopsreceived
500,000 120,000
400,000 - 100,000
300,000 | 80,000
60,000
200,000 -

40,000
100,000 - 20,000
0 + 0

'06-'07 '07-'08 '08-'09 '09-'10 '10-'M '06-'07 '07-'08 '08-'09 '09-'10

NOTE: Data was not available from the Police
Department for calls for service by Police district.
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Breakdown of Calls for Service
Emergency Calls m Non-Emergency Calls m Field Events (e.g., traffic stops)

1000,000 -

800,000

600,000

400,000 +

200,000 361541 368,905 406,66

Police

2008-09 2009-10 2010-1

Citywide Average Response Time
to Calls for Service (minutes)
m'06-'07 @m'07-'08 '08-'09 m'09-10 m'10-'1

Target (11min.)

Target (6min.)

Priority 1Calls Priority 2Calls

Priority | calls: Present or imminent danger to life or major property loss
Priority 2 calls: Injury or property damage or potential for either to occur
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POLICE

POLICE RESPONSE TIMES

In 2010-11, the Citywide average response time for Priority | calls
(shown on the prior page) was 6.1 minutes, just slightly above the
target response time of six minutes or less. In the three prior years,
the Department had met the target. However, in 2006-07, the average
Priority | response time was 7.1 minutes.

The Citywide average response time for Priority 2 calls was 13.7 min-
utes, above the target of || minutes and also above the 2009-10 re-
sponse time of 12.] minutes.

Compared to 2009-10, Priority | average response times by police
district in 2010-11 increased in eight of 16 regular districts and also in
the Airport district (District D). Average response times decreased in
seven districts, and remained the same in one district. Response time
may vary across districts because of the size or physical characteristics
of an area, whether there are adjacent police service areas, population
density, traffic conditions, officer staffing levels, or call-taker and dis-
patching levels.

Priority | Police Response Times (in minutes)

8.00
7.00
6.00
5.00
4.00
3.00
2.00

100

District E District F  District K District L District M District N District P District R District S District T

District A District C  Airport

0.00

NOTE: Airport is District D.
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Police Districts
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POLICE

PERCEPTIONS OF SAFETY IN SAN JOSE

The National Citizen Survey asked San José residents a variety
of questions about how safe they feel in the City and whether
they’ve had contact with the Police Department during the
last year.

Respondents were asked about how safe they feel in their
own neighborhoods as well as in downtown San José, both
during the day and after dark. Eighty-seven percent of respon-
dents said they feel “very” or “somewhat” safe in their
neighborhoods during the day while 20% percent feel “very”
or “somewhat” safe in San José’s downtown after dark.

Respondents were asked how safe they feel from violent and
property crimes in San José. Forty-seven percent reported
that they feel “very” or “somewhat” safe from violent crime in
San José. Thirty-two percent reported feeling “very” or
“somewhat” safe from property crimes.

Police

San Jose residents were asked, "How safe do you feel....?"

In San Jose's downtown ) .
after dark 17% 7% 44%

In San Jose's downtown . ) . .
during the day % 52% 7% 0% %

In your neighboorhood . ) . .
after dark 15% 46% 16% 19%

In your neighboorhood ¥ b ..
during the day 45% 9% 2%
T T

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

W Verysafe Somewhat safe W Neither safe norunsafe Somewhat unsafe W Veryunsafe

SOURCE: National Citizen Survey ™

How safe or unsafe do you feel from the following in San Jose?

Violent crime (e.g., rape, assault,

robbery) il

Property crimes (e.g., burglary,

THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY ™

25% 10% 12% of san José residents surveyed said they

or someone in their household had been a

et 8% 30% % ;Ilctlm of a crime in the last 12 months
7 1% of those said the crime was reported to
0% 25% 50% 75% 00% e el
Hl Very safe Somewhat safe Neither safe nor unsafe [l Somewhat unsafe Very unsafe

SOURCE: National Citizen Survey ™
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POLICE

INVESTIGATIVE SERVICES

The SJPD investigates crimes and events by collecting evidence, interviewing
witnesses, interrogating suspects, and other activities. In 2010-11, the SJPD
received 51,345 cases, 8 percent fewer than 2009-10. Of these cases,
35,090 were assigned for investigation, also 8 percent fewer than the previ-
ous year.

According to the SJPD, the declines were due to normal fluctuations in crime
trends and a reduction in sworn personnel that would have been assigned to
those investigations. A case may be unassigned because of a lack of resources
or it is deemed not workable (e.g. no evidence).

When a case is closed because of an arrest or by exceptional means (e.g.
death of suspect), it is classified as cleared. The clearance rate for major
violent crimes has fluctuated between 32 and 34 percent for the last five
years. In 2010, the clearance rate for homicides was 70 percent (14 of 20
cases), compared to 65 and 64 percent for the U.S. and California.
respectively.

TRAFFIC SAFETY
The Police Department provides for the safe and free flow of traffic through
enforcement, education, investigation, and traffic control. In 2010-11, the

SJPD’s Traffic Enforcement Unit issued 41,367 citations.

In 2010, San José had 2.67 injury crashes per 1,000 residents. This was lower
than the national rate of 5.0, but higher than San José’s rate of 2.62 in 2009.

There were 1,781 DUIs, 16 percent fewer than the previous year and 19
percent fewer than five years ago.
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PUBLIC WORKS

The mission of the Public Works Department is to provide excellent
service in building a smart and sustainable community, maintaining and
managing City assets, and serving the animal care needs of the community.
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PUBLIC WORKS

The Public Works Department currently oversees the City’s capital projects,
maintains the City’s facilities, equipment, and vehicles, provides expedited and
quality plan review services for the development community, and provides
animal care and services. In 2010-11, the General Services and Public Works
Departments were consolidated into one single department.

In 2010-11, operating expenditures allocated to Public Works totaled about
$81.5 million*, four percent less than was allocated to Public Works and

General Services combined in 2009-10.

Public Works services include:

® Plan, Design and Construct Public Facilities and Infrastructure
® Regulate / Facilitate Private Development

® Facilities Management (previously General Services Department)

® Fleet and Equipment Services (previously General Services Department)
® Animal Care & Services (previously General Services Department)

* Does not include $1.7 million that Public Works spent in Citywide expenses, including $728,000 in
maintenance & operations funds for the Mexican Heritage Plaza and $447,000 in workers’ compensation claims
for the former General Services Department. Also does not include capital improvement, program support,
and maintenance-related expenditures.

Public Works Operating Public Works

Expenditures ($millions) ** Authorized Staffing **
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Public Works

Public Works 2010-11 Expenditures by Service ($millions)

Strategic Support

Fleet & Equipment Services
Facilities Management
Animal Care & Services

Regulate / Facilitate Private Development

Plan, Design & Construct P ublic Facilities and
Infrastructure

$- $50 $00 $560 $200 $250 $300

* Reflects consolidation of expenditures, staffing, and services of the former General Services and Public Works Departments.
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PUBLIC WORKS

PLAN, DESIGN & CONSTRUCT PUBLIC FACILITIES
AND INFRASTRUCTURE

Public facilities and infrastructure includes municipal facilities (airport, police
and fire stations, libraries, community centers), street and transportation
projects, pipe systems, and parks-related projects.

In 2010-11, the Department completed 39 construction projects. Thirty-two
of these projects had a total construction cost of approximately $640 million;
the other seven projects shared funding with other sources. Construction
costs in 2010-11 were about 129 percent greater than in 2009-10 due to the
completion of the Airport’s Terminal Area Improvement Program; total
construction costs for multi-year projects are reflected in the year the project
is completed.

In 2010-11, 30 of 32 (94%) construction projects were completed “on
budget”. “On budget” refers to projects completed in the reporting year that
do not exceed the approved baseline budget by more than 1% and no longer
incur additional costs. Projects completed “on budget” in 2010-11 represent
an || percentincrease in performance since 2009-10.

The Department tracks the percentage of project delivery costs to
construction costs. In 2010-11, 5 projects were $500k or over and had a
delivery cost of 34%, achieving an industry benchmark of <41% for project
delivery costs. Twelve projects in 2010-11 were less than $500k and had a
delivery cost of 83% (industry benchmark not yet available).

A project is also considered “on schedule” when it is available for its intended
use (i.e. completed street being used by vehicles, parks being utilized) within
two months of the approved baseline schedule. In 2010-11, 39 of 46 projects
(85%) achieved their intended use within two months of the scheduled target
date. This represents a 14 percent increase in performance since 2009-10.
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Public Works
KEY FACTS (2010-11)

$28.7 million
$640.1 million

Operating Expenditures for the “Plan, Design & Construct” service:
Total Construction Costs of Projects:

"On Budget" Construction Projects - Completed within
Baseline Budget

mOnBudget mOver Budget
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Examples of “On Budget” and “On Schedule” Performance in 2010-11

Albertson Parkway Trail Willow Street—Brambhall Park
Play Lot

M

Projects Completed "On Schedule"

(available for intended use)

EOn Schedule W Past Schedule
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REGULATE / FACILITATE PRIVATE DEVELOPMENT

The Development Services Division of Public Works is responsible for
ensuring that new development projects comply with regulations and provide
safe and reliable public infrastructure. The Department provides two
fee-based cost-recovery programs: Development Services for private
developers and the Utility Fee Program for utility companies.

In the Development Services Fee Program, Development activity rebounded
in 2010-11 as regional economic conditions improved. Development revenue
came in at $3.4 million, 42 percent above the initial $2.4 million estimate.
Public Works reviewed 287 permit applications in 2010-11, or 13 percent
more than in 2009-10; one permit application may include multiple plan
checks and reviews.

In 2010-11, the Department permitted the construction of $19.2 million
worth of new public infrastructure to add to the City’s asset base, compared
to $4.6 million of new infrastructure in 2009-10. In terms of accepted public
improvements (construction completed and accepted by the City), $15.4
million of public improvements were completed in 2010-11, such as the
Northpointe Development project.

The Utility Fee Program reviews plans and issues permits for work performed
by utility and telecommunications companies, and is responsible for locating
City-owned underground facilities. This Program’s revenue continues to be
stable and has increased from $1.7 million in 2009-10 to $2 million in
2010-11. Furthermore, service requests were responded to in a timely man-
ner as timeliness continues to be strong — 94% in both 2009-10 and 2010-1 1.

Public Works Fee Recovery
for Utility Program
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Public Works

Public Works Fee Recovery for Development Services
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FLEET & EQUIPMENT SERVICES

The department manages operations to provide a safe and reliable fleet of City
vehicles and equipment. The department completed 23,012 repairs and
preventive work orders in 2010-11, about 8 percent less than in 2009-10.
Emergency vehicles were available for use when needed 100 percent of the
time in 2010-11; similarly, the City’s general fleet was available when needed
96 percent of the time. The Department issues customer service surveys to
its users; in 2010-11 (through Q3), 95 percent of customers rated timeliness
as good or better. Similarly, 91 percent of customers rated convenience and
97 percent rated courtesy as good or better.

The City’s Green Vision plan set a goal that all City vehicles and equipment
run on alternative fuels by 2022-23. In 2010-11, 42 percent of City vehicles
and equipment ran on alternative fuels, including compressed natural gas,
propane, electricity, and B20 biodiesel.

As of April 201 1, the department estimated a vehicle and equipment deferred
maintenance backlog of $3.9 million in one-time costs, as well as $1 million in
annual unfunded costs.

FACILITIES MANAGEMENT

The department provides maintenance to a total of 2.8 million square feet in
353 City facilities, including City Hall (over 500,000 square feet, including the
Tower, Rotunda, and Council Wing).  Services include maintenance,
improvements, special event support, and property management. The
department completed 14,139 corrective and preventive work orders in
2010-11, about 17 percent less than in 2009-10.

In 2010-11, 100 percent of health and safety concerns were mitigated within
24 hours (total concerns: 326). For non-health and safety-related work, 81
percent of work was completed within time targets in 2010-11 (or 6,436 out
of 7,956 requests received); this was a 4 percentage point improvement from
2009-10.

As of April 2011, the department estimated a facilities maintenance backlog
for City-owned and operated facilities of $22.8 million in one-time costs, as
well as $4.4 million in annual unfunded costs. In addition, the department
estimated a one-time maintenance backlog for City facilities operated by
others, including the Convention Center and other cultural facilities, at
$27.3 million in one-time costs.
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Operating Expenditures
Total number of vehicles & equipment
Police (Patrol)
Fire
General Fleet (light)
General Fleet (heavy)
All other vehicles & equipment

City Vehicles & Equipment

M Alternative Fuel W All Other Vehicles
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KEY FACTS (2010-11)

Operating Expenditures
Total number of City facilities
Fire Stations
Community Centers
Libraries
All other facilities (incl. City Hall)

Public Works

$16,605,806

2,616
342
116
844
155

1,159

Fleet & Equipment Cost Per Mile

Total Square Feet Maintained

(millions)
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Equipment Class ‘09-10 Change ‘10-’11
Police $0.39 ($0.07)  $0.32
Fire $3.27 ($1.13)  $2.14
General Fleet $0.31 ($0.05)  $0.26
Light
(sedans, vans, pick-up trucks)
General Fleet $1.55 ($0.11)  $1.44
Heavy
(tractors, loaders)
$18,569,018
353
35
30
20
268
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ANIMAL CARE SERVICES

The City provides animal licensing programs, patrol services, animal adoption
and rescue programs, spay and neuter programs, and medical services for
homeless animals through its Animal Care Center (Center). The Center
serves the communities of San José, Cupertino, Los Gatos, Milpitas, and
Saratoga.

As of June 30, 2011, there were 57,716 licensed animals (42,736 dogs and
14,980 cats) in the Center’s service area. This was a |2 percent increase
from the previous year, attributable to ongoing efforts to improve license
compliance, including low-cost clinics, outreach, and collection of vaccination
information from veterinarians.

In 2010-11, animal service officers responded to 22,723 service calls, about 12
percent less than the previous year. According to the Center, this reflected a
reduction in animal service officers and a change in policy that resulted in
sending warning notices via mail to animal owners for certain calls. For
emergency calls, such as dangerous situations or critically injured or sick
animals, the time target is to respond to calls within one hour. In 2010-11,
the Center met this target 91 percent of the time.

In 2010-11, there were 18,239 incoming animals into the Center. Among
incoming dogs, 66 percent were adopted, rescued, or returned to their
owner, compared to 57 percent of incoming cats. The Center’s overall live
release rate (i.e. percentage of animals leaving the Center alive) was
68 percent, the highest in the Center’s history and a significant increase from
the prior year’s rate of 52 percent.

Low-Cost Spay/Neuter Calls for Service Completed*

Surgeries Provided
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KEY FACTS (2010-11)
Location of Animal Care Center
Date Center opened

Communities served by Center

Animal licenses in service area
(as of June 30, 201 1)

Calls for service completed

Incoming Shelter Animals
Other animals
mDogs
mCats
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Public Works

NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY ™

[ .

46% of residents surveyed rated

San José’s animal control services as
“excellent” or “good”.

2750 Monterey Highway
October 1, 2004

San José, Cupertino, Los Gatos,
Milpitas, Saratoga

57,716
22,723

Percent Adopted, Rescued, or

Returned to Owner
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Animal Care Services

Cost Recovery
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* NOTE: Five major categories of calls (dead animal removal, Municipal Code investigations, stray animals, dogs running loose, and animal bite investigations) accounted for nearly two-thirds of all calls.
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REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
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The Mission of the Redevelopment Agency is to
promote and collaborate for the sound development
and redevelopment of blighted areas by revitalizing
the physical, economic, and social conditions to
support the general welfare and enhance the quality of
life in the community
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Redevelopment

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

The San José Redevelopment Agency (the Agency) is a public, government

organization created in 1956 by the City Council. It is a separate legal Fiscal Year 201 1-12 Update

entity from the City with a goal of revitalizing blighted project areas in the Assembly Bill X| 26, provided for the immediate suspension of all

City (see map). new redevelopment activity except as required under existing
enforceable obligations and required the dissolution of

The Agency issues bonds to finance projects in Redevelopment Areas. redevelopment agencies throughout the State by October I, 201 1.

Most of the Agency’s funding comes from tax increments (see note.) In The second bill, Assembly Bill X| 27, enabled cities and counties to

adlelon to debt service and other rec!evelopment activities, 20 per.cent of retain their redevelopment agencies by paying a specified amount to
tax increment revenues must be dedicated to low- or moderate-income the State of California, as established by formula.

housing.

On July 18, 2011, the City of San Jose joined the California
Redevelopment Association, the League of California Cities, and
others in filing a petition with the California Supreme Court
challenging the constitutionality of this new legislation. On August
I'l, 2011, the California Supreme Court issued a partial stay of AB
X1 26 and stayed all of AB X| 27. The Stay preserved the status quo

Due to lower than expected tax increment revenue projections and the
downturn in the economy, the Agency laid off almost a quarter of its staff
in the first quarter of 2009-10 and eventually reduced its staff to 8 before
the end of fiscal year 2010-11.

10-Year Redevelopment Agency Revenues ($millions) and left in place those provisions of AB XI| 26 which suspended
$350 - Tax Increment Other redevelopment activity.
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$100
$50 4 * Operating budget figures capture operations but does not capture all the expenditures for
$0 delivering services. In 2010-1 1, the RDA had oversight over approximately $384 million in
) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ' additional expenditures.
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REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
KEY FACTS (2010-11)
Number of Redevelopment Areas 21
Approximate area of Redevelopment Areas 29.2 sq. miles
Approximate area of City 179 sq. miles
Estimated percent of City designated as a
Redevelopment Area 16%

Tax Increment Financing
Tax increment financing is a method of paying for
redevelopment projects by spending anticipated future gains
in tax revenue on bond-funded current improvements.
Once an area becomes a Redevelopment Area, increases in
property tax revenues become tax increments, which are
used to make bond payments for redevelopment projects.

Project Area Descriptions

Neighborhood business districts - Older commercial neighborhoods
many of which require updated building fagades, signage,
sidewalk repairs, or other improvements.

Neighborhood business clusters - Areas with one or more small
shopping centers, which have inadequate parking, poor light-
ing, lack of landscape, or other problems.

Strong Neighborhoods Initiative - A partnership between the City,
the Agency, residents, and business owners to strengthen the
City’s neighborhoods by creating neighborhood organizations
and developing Neighborhood Improvement Plans to upgrade
public and private amenities.

City of San José - 2010-11 Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report

* north

Source: San Jose Redevelopment Agency website

Redevelopment
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REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

DEVELOP & PRESERVE HOUSING

Redevelopment

Previously, Agency housing activities supplemented the community’s ability to meet the housing demand.* The strategic location of projects and the
type of projects contribute to the revitalization of neighborhoods, including business areas. These housing activities serve several purposes such as:
e To meet the demand for quality market rate and affordable housing through Agency assisted projects such as: One East Julian, 360 Residences, and

The 88.

e To encourage public/private partnerships through issuing Requests for Proposals (RFPs) for properties designated for housing development, such

as the North San Pedro Area in the greater Downtown.

o To assist public/private partnerships through Infill Infrastructure Grants from the State for infrastructure improvements, such as the $24.16 million

awarded for the North San Pedro Housing Project.

STIMULATE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

The Agency encourages private investment to create jobs and develop
housing and retail opportunities® In 2010-11, the Agency continued
implementation of its retail strategy including working to retain downtown
businesses, promoting Agency-assisted projects, including the Fourth Street
Garage and provided permitting assistance in collaboration with the Planning,
Building and Code Enforcement Department. The Agency also implemented
an industrial development outreach plan and assisted companies graduating
from the 3 San Jose Incubators.

BUILD PUBLIC FACILITIES

The Agency helps develop facilities and spaces to correct blight conditions,
encourage pedestrian activity, improve the quality of life of residents, and
promote economic growth.* In 2010-11, there were 5 completed Agency-
assisted projects, including Civic Auditorium capital improvements and
Municipal Stadium Improvements. Project costs totaled $6.2 million, nearly all
of which was funded by the Agency ($5.8 million). Cumulatively, the Agency
has completed 57 public facility projects over the last five years.

Jobs Created and Agency Funding for Private

Development
Agency funding for private development projects
Jobs created or sustained in Redevelopment Areas
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% of Public Facilities Projects On Budget and
On Time
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* See Housing Department and Office of Economic Development sections for more information on the City’s housing and economic development
efforts. See Public Works section for more information on the City’s efforts to build public facilities.
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REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

STRENGTHEN NEIGHBORHOODS

The agency promotes redevelopment in San Jose neighborhoods to advance
business and economic development in many ways. In 2010-11, this included
facade improvement grants, streetscape projects, blight abatement programs,
pedestrian enhancements, business networking events, two restaurant

seminars, and other technical business assistance.

State Educational Revenue Augmentation Funds

In July 2009, the Cdlifornia State Legislature passed a bill requiring
redevelopment agencies to deposit a portion of its tax increment in county
Supplemental Educational Revenue Augmentation Funds. These funds will
be distributed to meet the State’s Proposition 98* obligations to local
schools. The Agency’s share was $12.8 million for fiscal year 2010-1 I.

*Proposition 98, passed in 1988, set minimum funding levels for K-12 schools and

community colleges in California.
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Redevelopment

On August 10, 2010, the City Council and Redevelopment
Agency Board unanimously approved the Strong Neighborhoods
Business Plan Update, which modified the Strong Neighborhoods
plan for the Agency in light of Agency’s very challenged budget
and staffing resources. The Agency identified |3 neighborhoods
to focus on and will collaborate and align resources with Code
Enforcement; Anti-Graffiti; Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood
Services; Housing, Police; Transportation; Santa Clara County
non-profit service providers; schools; and other stakeholders.

The Strong Neighborhood Programs focus on improving
neighborhoods based on:

e Gang Activity

e Violent Crimes

e Code Enforcement Violations

o Graffiti

e Unemployment

e Foreclosures

San Jose Innovation Center

——
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P

Source: http:/lwww.sjredevelopment.org/projects.htm
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RETIREMENT SERVICES

The mission of the Retirement Services Department is to provide
quality services in the delivery of pension and related benefits
and maintain financially sound pension plans.
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RETIREMENT SERVICES

The Retirement Services Department administers two pension plans (the
Federated City Employees’ Retirement System and the Police and Fire
Department Retirement Plan) and retirement benefit programs for City
employees. In 2010-11, Department operating expenditures totaled $4.0
million* and staff included 34 authorized positions (up from $2.8 million and 28
positions five years ago).

In 2010-11, the City contributed $171 million and employees about $82
million to the retirement funds for pension and retiree health and dental
benefits (each more than double what they were 10 years ago). The increase
in employee contributions during 2010-11 was partially due to some employee
bargaining groups agreeing to pick up a portion of the City’s payments as part
of negotiations surrounding efforts to balance the City’s 2010-11 operating
budget.

The City’s contributions are projected to continue to grow in the future;
reaching $245 million for 201 1-12.

* In addition, Retirement Services spent $144,000 of Citywide expenses.

Retirement Services Operating Retirement Services
Expenditures ($millions) Authorized Positions
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Retirement Services

KEY FACTS (2010-11)
Pension plan net assets ($billions):
Federated City Employees’ Retirement System $1.9
Police and Fire Department Retirement Plan $2.7
Total $4.6
Total retirees and beneficiaries:
Federated City Employees’ Retirement System 3,430
Police and Fire Department Retirement Plan 1,889
Total 5319
Pension and retiree health and dental contributions ($millions):
City $171.2
Employees $81.5

Total Annual Contributions for Pension and Retiree
Health and Dental Benefits ($millions)

Employee contribution =~ —#— Employer contribution
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Pension Benefit Payments and Contributions
($millions)
g Pension Benefit Payments

Contributions into Retirement Funds (for pensions benefits)
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Sources for above charts: Police and Fire Department Retirement Plan and Federated City
Employees’ Retirement System Comprehensive Financial Reports
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RETIREMENT SERVICES

As of June 30, 2011, there were 5,319 beneficiaries of the plans, nearly 60
percent more than ten years ago. The ratio of active members to beneficiaries
has declined from 2:1 to about I:| over that time. Thirty years ago the ratio
was 5:1.

During 2010-11, both plans had positive rates of return on plan assets.
Federated’s gross rate of return was 19.0 percent and Police and Fire’s return
was 8.4 percent. By comparison, the California Public Employees’ Retirement
System’s (CalPERS) return was 20.9 percent. Over the past ten years, the
Federated and Police and Fire gross returns have each been 6.5 percent,
whereas CalPERS was 5.6 percent.

As of June 30, 2010, both of the City’s retirement plans had funded ratios
below 100 percent (i.e. pension liabilities were greater than plan assets). This
was because of the large investment losses suffered by both plans during the
recent economic downturn, past retroactive benefit enhancements, and
actuarial assumptions not holding true*.

Despite the market gains during 2010-1 I, the funded ratios as of June 30, 201 |
were expected to remain below 100 percent because of the size of the past
investment losses as well as the other factors noted above. Because of the
actuarial method of smoothing market gains and losses over five years, past
losses have not been fully recognized for actuarial purposes.

* Actuarial assumptions represent expectations about future events such as investment returns, member
mortality and retirement rates, salary increases, and others. Actuaries use those assumptions to calculate
pension liabilities and contribution rates. When assumptions do not hold true, or if they need to be
adjusted, estimated pension liabilities can change.

Sources for all charts: Police and Fire Department Retirement Plan and Federated City Employees’
Retirement System Comprehensive Financial Reports, CalPERS “Facts at a Glance: Investments,”
November 201 |

City of San José - 2010-11 Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report

Retirement Services

Ratio of Active Members to Retirees and Beneficiaries
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Retirement Plan Funded Status, June 30, 2010
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NOTE: Funded ratios represent the percentage of plan assets to plan liabilities. (i.e. a funded ratio below 100%
means there are more liabilities than assets). The funded ratio using the actuarial value of assets differs from
that calculated using the market value because, for actuarial purposes, market gains and losses are recognized

over a period of five years to minimize the effect of market volatility on contribution rates.
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TRANSPORTATION

The mission of the Transportation Department is to plan,
develop, operate, and maintain transportation facilities,
services, and related systems which contribute to the
livability and economic health of the City.
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TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

In 2010-11, the Transportation Department (DOT) operating expenditures
totaled over $65 million*, about 9 percent less than in 2009-10. There were
a total of 408 authorized positions, 14 percent less than five years ago.

Transportation Expenditures by Service

Administration
4%

Transporation
Projects —~
6%

* DOT was responsible for approximately $5.2 million of Citywide expenditures in 2010-1 |
including about $3.2 million in parking citation processing and fees, and $700,000 in
sidewalk repairs. DOT also had authority over approximately $109 million in special funding
and capital improvement programs for parking and traffic.
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Expenditures ($millions)

) Positions
m Non-Personal / Equipment
m Personal Services
$80 - 5007
870 1 400 |
$60
$50 300 -
0 4
:go | 200 |
$20 1 100 |
$10 -
$ 0 4
'06-'07 '07-'08 '08-'09 '09-'10 10-'M '06-'07 '07-'08 '08-'09 '09-'10 10-'M

City of San José - 2010-11 Service Efforts and Accomplishments Report

KEY FACTS (2010-11)

Approximate Number of Street Trees

Acres of Landscape Abutments in Public Right-
of-Way Maintained by Transportation Dept.

Acres of Street Landscape maintained by
Special Districts

Number of Special Districts
Estimated Number of Parking Meters
Parking Lots (1,257 total spaces)
Parking Garages (6,204 total spaces)
Miles of streets resealed

Miles of streets resurfaced

(more in Traffic Maintenance section)

Transportation

300,000

552

317

18
2,418

129
5.5

THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY ™

% of San José residents who found the following

“excellent” or “good”

Ease of car travel in San José
Ease of bus travel in San José

Ease of rail travel in San José

Ease of bicycle travel in San Jose

Ease of walking in San José

40%
47%
48%
37%
46%
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TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

STREETS

The Transportation Department is responsible for the maintenance and
repair of 2,366 miles of City street pavement. For many years,
pavement maintenance has been under-funded, resulting in a $277 million
deferred maintenance backlog as of October 201 1.

In 2010, San José had a Pavement Condition Index (PCI) rating of 64 out of a
possible 100, which is considered “fair” according to the statewide Index. By
comparison, San José’s PCI rating in 2010 was ranked in the bottom third of
109 Bay Area jurisdictions. Just 21 percent of residents surveyed in September
2011 about street repair reported that they felt streets were in excellent or
good condition. If current projected funding levels continue over the next
decade, the Department projects that the backlog of streets in poor condition
will rise to over 50% of all San Jose streets by 2020 and the cost to eliminate
that backlog would rise to over $800 million.

As the pavement condition has been deteriorating due to lack of funds, the
need for corrective maintenance, such as pothole repairs continues to grow.
Over the last four years, the number of potholes repaired has increased 120
percent from 6,713 in 2007-08 to 14,842 in 2010-11. This represents an annual
increase of approximately 2,000 pothole repair requests per year.

Pavement Condition Index (PCIl): Selected Bay Area Comparisons

Bay Area Rank (of 109) Jurisdiction 2010 PCI Rating

6 Santa Clara 80 (Very Good)
29 Sunnyvale 75(Good)

31 Santa Clara County 74 (Good)
59 San Mateo County 69 (Fair)

75 SAN JOSE 64 (Fair)
77 San Francisco 64 (Fair)

98 Oakland 56 (At Risk)
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21% of San José residents rated street repair

as “excellent” or “good”

Projected “Cost to Recover”
(Based on Current Funding
Level) ($millions)
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TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

TRANSPORTATION MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS

The Department is responsible for maintaining the City’s traffic signals, traffic
signs, roadway markings, and streetlights. Staff response to traffic and street
name sign service requests in 2010-11 surpassed its target of 80 percent of
requests completed within established priority guidelines, beating it by 10
percentage points.

Streetlights have continued to be operational 98 percent of the time, a trend
that has persisted over the past eight years. Roadway marking services were
completed within established priority guidelines 87 percent of the time in
2010-11. Roadway markings meeting visibility and operational guidelines have
continued to drop in 2010-11, with only 48 percent of marking meeting the
guidelines. This is down from 80 percent just four years ago, when the City
had identified roadway marking visibility as a priority and earmarked one-time
funding for markings.

In 2010-11, there were 1,880 total traffic signal repairs completed, while
response time to signal malfunctions within 30 minutes improved by
| percent since last year up to 56 percent.

Percent of Traffic Signal
Malfunctions Responded to

within 30 minutes
100%-

KEY FACTS (2010-11)

Traffic Signal Intersections

Traffic & Street Name Signs
Streetlights (approximate)

- LED streetlights

Square Feet of Roadway Markings
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o A -
42% of san José residents rated street lighting as
“excellent” or “good”
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TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

TRANSPORTATION MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS

Transportation operations focuses on safe and efficient operations through
various traffic calming and safety programs. In 2008, the City received a $15
million grant in state funding for the Traffic Light Synchronization Project
(TLSP) through 2011-12. In 2010-11, DOT re-timed 32 percent of the 600
traffic signals along major commute corridors to help reduce travel time and
vehicle emissions. The City of San José’s ratio of injury crashes per 1,000
population continues to 2.67 per 1,000 residents in 2010, comparing very
favorably to the national average of 5 per 1,000 residents.

San José currently supports 256 miles of existing bikeways; as of 2010-11,
DOT provided 206 miles of on-street bike lanes and routes, while Parks
provided 50 miles of trails and paths.

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING & PROJECT DELIVERY

Transportation Planning supports the development of the City’s
transportation infrastructure. This includes coordinating transportation and
land use planning studies, managing the Capital Improvement Program (CIP),
and working with regional transportation agencies such as VTA, BART, and
Caltrans. Included among regional projects are || sub-projects associated
with the BART extension to San José. In 2010-11, 89 percent of completed
projects were delivered “on-schedule”, or two months within the approved
baseline schedule.
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34% of san José residents rated traffic signal
timing as “excellent” or “good”
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23% of San José residents rated the traffic
flow on major streets as “excellent” or “good”
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TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

STREET LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE

The Department maintains median islands and undeveloped rights-of-way and
ensures the repair of sidewalks and street trees. Many of these services have
been eliminated or reduced due to budget constraints; thus services and
landscape conditions have also declined. In 2010-11, DOT maintenance staff
provided basic safety-related and complaint-driven activities to keep an
estimated 42 percent of street landscapes in good condition, down 26
percentage points from five years prior. The 2011 Citizen Survey found that
36 percent of survey respondents found street tree maintenance to be good
or excellent.

There were 306 emergency responses for street tree maintenance in
2010-11 down more than 75 percent from the previous year. According to
DOT, emergency street tree repairs are largely regulated by stormy weather
and extremely hot days or windy days. Last year was a relatively mild year in
terms of extremes with a resulting decrease in the number of emergency
requests. There are an estimated 300,000 street trees citywide. The City
also completed 2,901 sidewalk repairs in 2010-11, almost 20 percent more
than the previous year.

ON AND OFF STREET PARKING

Parking Services is responsible for managing on-street and off-street parking,
implementing parking policies and regulations, and supporting street
sweeping, construction, and maintenance activities. Monthly parking in 2010-
I'l reached approximately 75,000 customers in City facilities, roughly the
same as it's been for the past three years. There were about [.35 million
downtown parking customers in 2010-11 in City facilities, down froml.6
million from 2009-10 due in part to the loss of two parking facilities.

The Department issued about 255,000 parking citations in 2010-1 I, about five
percent more than in the prior year. Also in 2010-11, 6% percent of vehicles
identified as potentially abandoned were found to be actually abandoned and
were subsequently towed. This is down from |2 percent last year due to an
overall decrease in complaints and an increase in compliance.

*NOTE: Property owners are typically responsible for maintaining street trees and repairing adjacent sidewalks. The City
maintains trees that are located within the arterial medians and roadside landscaped areas designated for the City.
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% of San José residents who found the following
“excellent” or “good”

Availability of Public Parking
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TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

SEWERS

The Department of Transportation (DOT) maintains and operates 2,278
miles of sanitary sewer piping system, |5 pump stations, and 48,000 manholes.
The DOT maintenance personnel are responsible to maintain uninterrupted
sewer flow to the San Jose Water Pollution Control Plant with minimum
overflow spills and preventing significant impact on public health and
property. In 2010-11 City crews removed 638 blockages and cleaned 488
miles of sewer mains. The percentage of sewer line segments without
obstruction increased a percentage point to 99 percent. This marks the
eighth straight year of 98 percent or more of sewer line segments without
obstructions.

STORM DRAINAGE

The City cleans the storm sewer system and ensures proper flow into the
regional water tributary system and the South San Francisco Bay. Proactive
cleaning of storm inlets prevents harmful pollutants and debris from entering
the Bay reduces number of blockages during storms. The Department of
Transportation (DOT) maintains more than 29,000 storm inlets. In 2010-11,
287 storm drain inlet stoppages were identified and cleared, which is on par
with typical years but much fewer than in the previous year. In 2009-10,
DOT cleared far more than typical and as such, has been undertaking more
preventative maintenance to keep the storm drains clear. DOT also
maintains 27 storm water pump stations including cleaning of the wet-wells
during dry season.

Storm Drain Inlet Stoppages Thousands of Tons of

Identified & Cleared ] Sweeping Debris Collected

* estimates for 2008-09
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KEY FACTS (2010-11)

Miles of sanitary sewer line segments
Number of Vactor (combo cleaning) trucks
Miles of storm sewer segments

Number of storm sewer segments

Storm water pump stations

Residential curb miles swept

Transportation
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59% of san José residents rated sewer services as
“excellent” or “good”

55% of San José residents rated storm drainage

services as “excellent”
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SURVEY BACKGROUND

ABOUT THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY™

The National Citizen Survey™ (The NCS) is a collaborative effort between National Research
Center, Inc. (NRC) and the International City/County Management Association (ICMA). The NCS
was developed by NRC to provide a statistically valid survey of resident opinions about community
and services provided by local government. The survey results may be used by staff, elected
officials and other stakeholders for community planning and resource allocation, program
improvement and policy making.

FIGURE 1: THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY™ METHODS AND GOALS

Survey Objectives Assessment Methods

Identify community strengths and
weaknesses

e Identify service strengths and

weaknesses

Multi-contact mailed survey
Representative sample of 1,200 households
253 surveys returned; 22% response rate
6% margin of error

e Data statistically weighted to reflect
population

—

Assessment Goals

Immediate
e Provide useful information for:
e Planning
e Resource allocation
e Performance measurement
e Program and policy
evaluation

Long-term
e Improved services

e More civic engagement

e Better community quality of life
e Stronger public trust

The NCS focuses on a series of community characteristics and local government services, as well as
issues of public trust. Resident behaviors related to civic engagement in the community also were
measured in the survey.

The National Citizen Survey™
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FIGURE 2: THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY™ FOCUS AREAS

COMMUNITY QUALITY
COMMUNITY
Quality of life INCLUSIVENESS
Q”a'”’y,lgigi')gﬁs:rh0°d i ENVIRONMENTAL . y :
, : SUSTAINABILITY _ ense of community
. o Racial and cultural acceptance
X Senior, youth and low-income
2 . Cleanliness services
{ COMMUNITY DESIGN Air quality K
Preservation of natural areas * o
Transportation Garbage an.d recycling
Ease of travel, transit services, ESIICEES i CIVIC ENGAGEMENT 3

street maintenance

. Civic Activity

IIEIS 3 RECREATION AND k Volunteerism
Housing options, cost, Civic attentiveness

affordability WELLNESS 3 X
Voting behavior
Land Use and Zoning Parks and Recreation .

N L Social Engagement

New development, growth, Recreation opportunities, use . . X

Tre Neighborliness, social and
code enforcement of parks and facilities,

religious events
programs and classes 8

Cmiiite Sty Information and Awareness

Employment, shopping and Culture, Arts and Education L .
A ’ . Public information,
retail, City as a place to work Cultural and educational L !
L X . publications, Web site 3
opportunities, libraries, . :
schools
" Health and Wellness

PUBLIC SAFETY PUBLIC TRUST

Availability of food, health
services, social services

Safety in neighborhood and Cooperation in community

downtown Value of services
Crime victimization Direction of community
Police, fire, EMS services Citizen involvement
Emergency preparedness Employees

The survey and its administration are standardized to assure high quality research methods and
directly comparable results across The National Citizen Survey™ jurisdictions. Participating
households are selected at random and the household member who responds is selected without
bias. Multiple mailings give each household more than one chance to participate with self-
addressed and postage-paid envelopes. Results are statistically weighted to reflect the proper
demographic composition of the entire community. A total of 253 completed surveys were
obtained, providing an overall response rate of 22%. Typically, response rates obtained on citizen
surveys range from 20% to 40%.

The National Citizen Survey™ customized for the City of San José was developed in close
cooperation with local jurisdiction staff. San José staff selected items from a menu of questions
about services and community issues and provided the appropriate letterhead and signatures for
mailings. City of San José staff also augmented The National Citizen Survey™ basic service through
a variety of options including several custom questions and offering the survey in Spanish and
Vietnamese.

The National Citizen Survey™
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UNDERSTANDING THE RESULTS

As shown in Figure 2, this report is based around respondents’ opinions about eight larger
categories: community quality, community design, public safety, environmental sustainability,
recreation and wellness, community inclusiveness, civic engagement and public trust. Each report
section begins with residents’ ratings of community characteristics and is followed by residents’
ratings of service quality. For all evaluative questions, the percent of residents rating the service or
community feature as “excellent” or “good” is presented. To see the full set of responses for each
question on the survey, please see Appendix A: Complete Survey Frequencies.

Margin of Error

The margin of error around results for the City of San José Survey (253 completed surveys) is plus or
minus six percentage points. This is a measure of the precision of your results; a larger number of
completed surveys gives a smaller (more precise) margin of error, while a smaller number of
surveys yields a larger margin of error. With your margin of error, you may conclude that when
60% of survey respondents report that a particular service is “excellent” or “good,” somewhere
between 54-66% of all residents are likely to feel that way.

Comparing Survey Results

Certain kinds of services tend to be thought better of by residents in many communities across the
country. For example, public safety services tend to be received better than transportation services
by residents of most American communities. Where possible, the better comparison is not from one
service to another in the City of San José, but from City of San José services to services like them
provided by other jurisdictions.

Benchmark Comparisons
NRC'’s database of comparative resident opinion is comprised of resident perspectives gathered in
citizen surveys from approximately 500 jurisdictions whose residents evaluated local government
services and gave their opinion about the quality of community life. The comparison evaluations
are from the most recent survey completed in each jurisdiction; most communities conduct surveys
every year or in alternating years. NRC adds the latest results quickly upon survey completion,
keeping the benchmark data fresh and relevant.

The City of San José chose to have comparisons made to the entire database. A benchmark
comparison (the average rating from all the comparison jurisdictions where a similar question was
asked) has been provided when a similar question on the City of San José survey was included in
NRC’s database and there were at least five jurisdictions in which the question was asked. For most
questions compared to the entire dataset, there were more than 100 jurisdictions included in the
benchmark comparison.

Where comparisons for quality ratings were available, the City of San José results were generally
noted as being “above” the benchmark, “below” the benchmark or “similar” to the benchmark. For
some questions — those related to resident behavior, circumstance or to a local problem — the
comparison to the benchmark is designated as “more,” “similar” or “less” (for example, the percent
of crime victims, residents visiting a park or residents identifying code enforcement as a problem.)
In instances where ratings are considerably higher or lower than the benchmark, these ratings have
been further demarcated by the attribute of “much,” (for example, “much less” or “much above”).
These labels come from a statistical comparison of the City of San José’s rating to the benchmark.

The National Citizen Survey™
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“Don’t Know” Responses and Rounding
On many of the questions in the survey respondents may answer “don’t know.” The proportion of
respondents giving this reply is shown in the full set of responses included in Appendix A.
However, these responses have been removed from the analyses presented in the body of the
report. In other words, the tables and graphs display the responses from respondents who had an
opinion about a specific item.

For some questions, respondents were permitted to select more than one answer. When the total
exceeds 100% in a table for a multiple response question, it is because some respondents did select
more than one response. When a table for a question that only permitted a single response does not
total to exactly 100%, it is due to the customary practice of percentages being rounded to the
nearest whole number.

For more information on understanding The NCS report, please see Appendix B: Survey
Methodology.

The National Citizen Survey™
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

COMMUNITY RATINGS

This report of the City of San José survey provides the opinions of a representative sample of
residents about community quality of life, service delivery, civic participation and unique issues of
local interest. A periodic sounding of resident opinion offers staff, elected officials and other
stakeholders an opportunity to identify challenges and to plan for and evaluate improvements and
to sustain services and amenities for long-term success.

Most residents experienced a good quality of life in the City of San José and believed the City was a
good place to live. The overall quality of life in the City of San José was rated as “excellent” or
“good” by 62% of respondents. A majority reported they plan on staying in the City of San José for
the next five years.

A variety of characteristics of the community was evaluated by those participating in the study. The
two characteristics receiving the most favorable ratings were shopping opportunities and
opportunities to volunteer. The two characteristics receiving the least positive ratings were the
availability of affordable quality child care and the availability of affordable quality housing.

Ratings of community characteristics were compared to the benchmark database. Of the 31
characteristics for which comparisons were available, three were above the national benchmark
comparison, seven were similar to the national benchmark comparison and 21 were below.

Residents in the City of San José were minimally civically engaged. While only 18% had attended a
meeting of local elected public officials or other local public meeting in the previous 12 months,
94% had provided help to a friend or neighbor. Less than half had volunteered their time to some
group or activity in the City of San José, which was lower than the benchmark.

In general, survey respondents demonstrated distrust in local government. Less than half rated the
overall direction being taken by the City of San José as “good” or “excellent.” This was much lower
than the benchmark. Those residents who had interacted with an employee of the City of San José
in the previous 12 months gave moderate marks to those employees. A majority rated their overall
impression of employees as “excellent” or “good.”

City services rated were able to be compared to the benchmark database. Of the 32 services for
which comparisons were available, none were above the benchmark comparison, five were similar
to the benchmark comparison and 27 were below.

The National Citizen Survey™
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OVERALL COMMUNITY QUALITY

Overall quality of community life may be the single best indicator of success in providing the
natural ambience, services and amenities that make for an attractive community. The National
Citizen Survey™ contained many questions related to quality of community life in the City of San
José — not only direct questions about quality of life overall and in neighborhoods, but questions to
measure residents’ commitment to the City of San José. Residents were asked whether they planned
to move soon or if they would recommend the City of San José to others. Intentions to stay and
willingness to make recommendations provide evidence that the City of San José offers services and
amenities that work.

Most of the City of San José’s residents gave favorable ratings to their neighborhoods and the
community as a place to live. Further, most reported they would recommend the community to
others and plan to stay for the next five years.

FIGURE 3: RATINGS OF OVERALL COMMUNITY QUALITY

= Excellent Good
The ove‘}rall qualltry of life 57%
in San José
Your nelghborhood asa 539%
place to live
San José as a place to live 54%
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percent of respondents

FIGURE 4: LIKELIHOOD OF REMAINING IN COMMUNITY AND RECOMMENDING COMMUNITY

Recommend living in San
José to someone who
asks

Somewhat likely
56%

Very likely
24%

Somewhat likely
28%

Very likely
54%

Remain in San José for
the next five years

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percent "likely"
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FIGURE 5: OVERALL COMMUNITY QUALITY BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark I

Overall quality of life in San José

Your neighborhood as place to live

San José as a place to live

Recommend living in San José to someone who asks
Remain in San José for the next five years

Much below
Much below
Much below
Much below
Similar
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COMMUNITY DESIGN

Transportation

The ability to move easily throughout a community can greatly affect the quality of life of residents
by diminishing time wasted in traffic congestion and by providing opportunities to travel quickly
and safely by modes other than the automobile. High quality options for resident mobility not only
require local government to remove barriers to flow but they require government programs and
policies that create quality opportunities for all modes of travel.

Residents responding to the survey were given a list of seven aspects of mobility to rate on a scale
of “excellent,” “good,” “fair” and “poor.” Ease of rail travel was given the most positive rating.
Traffic flow on major streets was rated lowest by residents.

FIGURE 6: RATINGS OF TRANSPORTATION IN COMMUNITY

= Excellent Good
Ease of car lr:i\vel in 35%
San José
E :
ase of bus lr?vel in _
San José
Ease of rail in San José 31%
Ease 9f bicycle Vtrave[ 29%
in San José
Ease of walk!ng in San 379%
José
AvallabIh[Y of pa-ths 309
and walking trails
Traffic flow on major
streets
25% 50% 75% 100%
Percent of respondents
FIGURE 7: COMMUNITY TRANSPORTATION BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
Ease of car travel in San José Much below
Ease of bus travel in San José Similar
Ease of rail travel in San José Similar
Ease of bicycle travel in San José Below
Ease of walking in San José Much below
Availability of paths and walking trails Much below
Traffic flow on major streets Much below

The National Citizen Survey™
8



City of San José | 2011

Seven transportation services were rated in San José. As compared to most communities across
America, ratings tended to be lower than the average. Six were below the benchmark; the rating for
bus and transit services was similar to the benchmark.

FIGURE 8: RATINGS OF TRANSPORTATION AND PARKING SERVICES

= Excellent Good

Street repair
Street cleaning 34%
Street lighting 34%
Sidewalk maintenance 31%
Traffic signal timing 30%

36%

Bus or transit services

Amount of public parking 25%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percent of respondents

FIGURE 9: TRANSPORTATION AND PARKING SERVICES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Street repair Much below
Street cleaning Much below
Street lighting Much below
Sidewalk maintenance Much below
Traffic signal timing Below

Bus or transit services Similar

Amount of public parking Much below

The National Citizen Survey™
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By measuring choice of travel mode over time, communities can monitor their success in providing
attractive alternatives to the traditional mode of travel, the single-occupied automobile. When
asked how they typically traveled to work, single-occupancy (SOV) travel was the overwhelming
mode of use. However, 8% of work commute trips were made by transit and 1% were made by
foot.

FIGURE 10: FREQUENCY OF BUS USE IN LAST 12 MONTHS

\\\\

19%

3to 12 times
8%

Never .
8% \13 to 26 times
3%
\More than 26 times
12%
FIGURE 11: FREQUENCY OF BUS USE BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
Ridden a local bus within San José Much more

The National Citizen Survey™
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FIGURE 12: MODE OF TRAVEL USED FOR WORK COMMUTE

Motorized vehicle (e.g., car, truck, van, motorcycle,

etc.) by myself 76%
Motorized vehicle (e.g., car, truck, van, motorcycle, 10%
etc.) with other children or adults
Bus, rail, subway or other public transportation 8%
Walk - 1%
Bicycle - 0%
Work at home -I 5%
Other - 0%
0% 2 5’ % 5(;% 75' % 1 0;) %

Percent of days per week mode used

FIGURE 13: DRIVE ALONE BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Average percent of work commute trips made by driving alone Similar

The National Citizen Survey™
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Housing
Housing variety and affordability are not luxuries for any community. When there are too few
options for housing style and affordability, the characteristics of a community tilt toward a single
group, often of well-off residents. While this may seem attractive to a community, the absence of
affordable townhomes, condominiums, mobile homes, single family detached homes and
apartments means that in addition to losing the vibrancy of diverse thoughts and lifestyles, the
community loses the service workers that sustain all communities — police officers, school teachers,
house painters and electricians. These workers must live elsewhere and commute in at great
personal cost and to the detriment of traffic flow and air quality. Furthermore lower income
residents pay so much of their income to rent or mortgage that little remains to bolster their own
quality of life or local business.

The survey of the City of San José residents asked respondents to reflect on the availability of
affordable housing as well as the variety of housing options. The availability of affordable housing
was rated as “excellent” or “good” by 19% of respondents, while the variety of housing options was
rated as “excellent” or “good” by 50% of respondents. The rating of perceived affordable housing
availability was lower in the City of San José than the ratings, on average, in comparison
jurisdictions.

FIGURE 14: RATINGS OF HOUSING IN COMMUNITY

= Excellent Good
Avallabl]{ty of affgrdab[e 15%
quality housing
Variety of housing options 42%
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percent of respondents

FIGURE 15: HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Availability of affordable quality housing Much below
Variety of housing options Below

The National Citizen Survey™
12



City of San José | 2011

To augment the perceptions of affordable housing in San José, the cost of housing as reported in the
survey was compared to residents’ reported monthly income to create a rough estimate of the
proportion of residents of the City of San José experiencing housing cost stress. About 59% of
survey participants were found to pay housing costs of more than 30% of their monthly household
income.

FIGURE 16: PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS EXPERIENCING HOUSING COST STRESS

Housing costs 30%
or MORE of income

Housing costs LESS 59%

than 30% of income
41%

A

FIGURE 17: HOUSING COSTS BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Experiencing housing costs stress (housing costs 30% or MORE of income) Much more

The National Citizen Survey™
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Land Use and Zoning

Community development contributes to a feeling among residents and even visitors of the attention
given to the speed of growth, the location of residences and businesses, the kind of housing that is
appropriate for the community and the ease of access to commerce, green space and residences.
Even the community’s overall appearance often is attributed to the planning and enforcement
functions of the local jurisdiction. Residents will appreciate an attractive, well-planned community.
The NCS questionnaire asked residents to evaluate the quality of new development, the appearance
of the City of San José and the speed of population growth. Problems with the appearance of
property were rated, and the quality of land use planning, zoning and code enforcement services
were evaluated.

The overall quality of new development in the City of San José was rated as “excellent” by 8% of
respondents and as “good” by an additional 50%. The overall appearance of San José was rated as
“excellent” or “good” by 54% of respondents and was much lower than the benchmark. When
rating to what extent run down buildings, weed lots or junk vehicles were a problem in the City of
San José, 11% thought they were a “major” problem. The services of land use, planning and
zoning, and code enforcement and animal control were rated below the benchmark.

FIGURE 18: RATINGS OF THE COMMUNITY'S "BUILT ENVIRONMENT"

= Excellent Good
Overall quali.ty of new’ 50%
development in San José
Overall appear,ance of San 47%
José
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percent of respondents

FIGURE 19: BUILT ENVIRONMENT BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Quality of new development in San José Similar
Overall appearance of San José Much below

The National Citizen Survey™
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FIGURE 20: RATINGS OF POPULATION GROWTH

FIGURE 24: RATINGS OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY CODE ENFORCEMENT SERVICES
Much too fast

21%  Excellent Good
Somewhat too fast
42%
Land use, planning and 28%
Much too slow zoning °
0%
= N
\\\\\\\\ Code enforcement
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FIGURE 21: POPULATION GROWTH BENCHMARKS
- Percent of respondents
Comparison to benchmark
Population growth seen as too fast Much more

FIGURE 25: PLANNING AND COMMUNITY CODE ENFORCEMENT SERVICES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

FIGURE 22: RATINGS OF NUISANCE PROBLEMS Land use, planning and zoning Below
. Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc.) Much below
Major problem

/ 1% Animal control Below

Moderate problem

50% Not a problem
_—  10%
Minor problem
29%
FIGURE 23: NUISANCE PROBLEMS BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
Run down buildings, weed lots and junk vehicles seen as a "major" problem Similar
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ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY

The United States has been in recession since late 2007 with an accelerated downturn occurring in
the fourth quarter of 2008. Officially we emerged from recession in the third quarter of 2009, but
high unemployment lingers, keeping a lid on a strong recovery. Many readers worry that the ill
health of the economy will color how residents perceive their environment and the services that
local government delivers. NRC researchers have found that the economic downturn has chastened
Americans’ view of their own economic futures but has not colored their perspectives about
community services or quality of life.

Survey respondents were asked to rate a number of community features related to economic
opportunity and growth. The most positively rated features were shopping opportunities and San
Jose as a place to work. Receiving the lowest rating was employment opportunities; however it was
much above the benchmark. These ratings tended to be higher when compared to other
communities across the nation.

FIGURE 26: RATINGS OF ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY AND OPPORTUNITIES

® Excellent Good
Employm.e.nt 39%
opportunities
Shopping opportunities 49%
San José as a place to 519
work
Overall quality of
busi ;
usmless and sgrwce 45%
establishments in San
José
t T T T J
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Percent of respondents
FIGURE 27: ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY AND OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
Employment opportunities Much above
Shopping opportunities Much above
San José as a place to work Above
Overall quality of business and service establishments in San José Similar
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Residents were asked to evaluate the speed of jobs growth and retail growth on a scale from “much
too slow” to “much too fast.” When asked about the rate of jobs growth in San José, 80%
responded that it was “too slow,” while 25% reported retail growth as “too slow.” A much smaller
proportion of residents in San José compared to other jurisdictions believed that retail growth was
too slow and more residents believed that jobs growth was too slow.

FIGURE 28: RATINGS OF RETAIL AND JOBS GROWTH

Retail Growth  somewhat Jobs Growth Right
too fast amount
12% Somewhat 16%
Right / too siow \\\ .
amount Much too 51% Somewhat
579% fast too fast
‘J 6% \ [ 2%
Much too \ \Much too
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3% \ 1%
Somewhat Much too
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22% 29%
FIGURE 29: RETAIL AND JOBS GROWTH BENCHMARKS
| Comparison to benchmark
Retail growth seen as too slow Much less
Jobs growth seen as too slow More
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FIGURE 30: RATINGS OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
Poor

/ 25%
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Residents were asked to reflect on their economic prospects in the near term. Seventeen percent of
the City of San José residents expected that the coming six months would have a “somewhat” or
“very” positive impact on their family, while 47% felt that the economic future would be
“somewhat” or “very” negative. The percent of residents with an optimistic outlook on their
household income was the same as comparison jurisdictions.

FIGURE 32: RATINGS OF PERSONAL ECONOMIC FUTURE

. Excellent
Fair 5%
43%
\
Neutral
\\ 36%
\\\\\\\ \Good
27%
FIGURE 31: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SERVICES BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
Economic development Below

What impact, if any, do you
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FIGURE 33: PERSONAL ECONOMIC FUTURE BENCHMARKS
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Positive impact of economy on household income
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PUBLIC SAFETY FIGURE 35: COMMUNITY AND PERSONAL PUBLIC SAFETY BENCHMARKS
Safety from violent or property crimes creates the cornerstone of an attractive community. No one | - - omiansonltolbenc Tk I
wants to live in fear of crime, fire or natural hazards, and communities in which residents feel In your neighborhood during the day Below
protected or unthreatened are communities that are more likely to show growth in population, In your neighborhood after dark Much below
commerce and property value. In San José's downtown area during the day Much below
Residents were asked to rate their feelings of safety from violent crimes, property crimes, fire and ln_ San JOS(_J‘ s downtown area after dark Much below
environmental dangers and to evaluate the local agencies whose main charge is to provide Violent crime (e.g., rape, assault, robbery) Much below
protection from these dangers. Many gave positive ratings of safety in the City of San José. About Property crimes (e.g., burglary, theft) Much below
half of those completing the questionnaire said they felt “very” or “somewhat” safe from violent Environmental hazards, including toxic waste Much below
crimes and 58% felt “very” or “somewhat” safe from environmental hazards. Daytime sense of
safety was better than nighttime safety and neighborhoods felt safer than downtown.
FIGURE 34: RATINGS OF COMMUNITY AND PERSONAL PUBLIC SAFETY
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As assessed by the survey, 12% of respondents reported that someone in the household had been Residents rated seven City public safety services; all of these were rated below the benchmark. Fire
the victim of one or more crimes in the past year. Of those who had been the victim of a crime, services and ambulance or emergency medical services received the highest ratings.

71% had reported it to police. Compared to other jurisdictions about the same percent of San José
residents had been victims of crime in the 12 months preceding the survey. The proportion of San
José residents who had reported their most recent crime victimization to the police was much
smaller compared to the benchmark.

FIGURE 38: RATINGS OF PUBLIC SAFETY SERVICES

® Excellent Good
FIGURE 36: CRIME VICTIMIZATION AND REPORTING
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Comparison to

benchmark
Police services Much below
Fire services Below
Ambulance or emergency medical services Below
Crime prevention Much below
Fire prevention and education Much below
Traffic enforcement Much below
Emergency preparedness (services that prepare the community for natural
disasters or other emergency situations) Much below

The National Citizen Survey™
25

City of San José | 2011

FIGURE 40: CONTACT WITH POLICE DEPARTMENT
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FIGURE 41: CONTACT WITH FIRE DEPARTMENT
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FIGURE 42: CONTACT WITH POLICE AND FIRE DEPARTMENTS BENCHMARKS

Comparison to

benchmark
Had contact with the City of San José Police Department Much less
Overall impression of most recent contact with the City of San José Police
Department Much below
Had contact with the City of San José Fire Department Similar
Overall impression of most recent contact with the City of San José Fire
Department Much below
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ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

Residents value the aesthetic qualities of their hometowns and appreciate features such as overall
cleanliness and landscaping. In addition, the appearance and smell or taste of the air and water do
not go unnoticed. These days, increasing attention is paid to proper treatment of the environment.
At the same time that they are attending to community appearance and cleanliness, cities, counties,
states and the nation are going “Green”. These strengthening environmental concerns extend to
trash haul, recycling, sewer services, the delivery of power and water and preservation of open
spaces. Treatment of the environment affects air and water quality and, generally, how habitable
and inviting a place appears.

Residents of the City of San José were asked to evaluate their local environment and the services
provided to ensure its quality. The overall quality of the natural environment was rated as
“excellent” or “good” by 43% of survey respondents. The cleanliness of San José received the
highest rating.

FIGURE 43: RATINGS OF THE COMMUNITY'S NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
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FIGURE 44: COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENT BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Cleanliness of San José Much below
Quality of overall natural environment in San José Much below
Preservation of natural areas such as open space, farmlands and greenbelts Much below
Air quality Much below
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Resident recycling was much greater than recycling reported in comparison communities.

FIGURE 45: FREQUENCY OF RECYCLING IN LAST 12 MONTHS
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FIGURE 46: FREQUENCY OF RECYCLING BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
Recycled used paper, cans or bottles from your home Much more
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Of the six utility services rated by those completing the questionnaire, three were similar to the
benchmark comparison and three were rated below the benchmark comparison.

FIGURE 47: RATINGS OF UTILITY SERVICES
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Drinking water 42%

Storm drainage 46%
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FIGURE 48: UTILITY SERVICES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark
Sewer services Much below
Drinking water Much below
Storm drainage Similar
Yard waste pick-up Similar
Recycling Similar
Garbage collection Below
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RECREATION AND WELLNESS

Parks and Recreation
Quality parks and recreation opportunities help to define a community as more than the grind of its
business, traffic and hard work. Leisure activities vastly can improve the quality of life of residents,
serving both to entertain and mobilize good health. The survey contained questions seeking
residents’ perspectives about opportunities and services related to the community’s parks and
recreation services.

Recreation opportunities in the City of San José were rated moderately as were services related to
parks and recreation. City parks, recreation programs or classes and recreation centers or facilities
were rated much lower than the benchmark.

Resident use of San José parks and recreation facilities tells its own story about the attractiveness
and accessibility of those services. The percent of residents that used San José recreation centers
was smaller than the percent of users in comparison jurisdictions. Similarly, recreation program use
in San José was lower than use in comparison jurisdictions.

FIGURE 49: RATINGS OF COMMUNITY RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
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FIGURE 50: COMMUNITY RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS
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FIGURE 51: PARTICIPATION IN PARKS AND RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES

Used San José recreation centers 49%
Participated in a recreation program or activity 39%
Visited a neighborhood park or City park 86%
0:’/0 20’% 40’ % 60’% 80’% 1 0;)%

Percent of respondents who did each at least once in last 12 months

FIGURE 52: PARTICIPATION IN PARKS AND RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark
Used San José recreation centers Much less
Participated in a recreation program or activity Much less
Visited a neighborhood park or City park Similar

FIGURE 53: RATINGS OF PARKS AND RECREATION SERVICES
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FIGURE 54: PARKS AND RECREATION SERVICES BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
City parks Much below
Recreation programs or classes Much below
Recreation centers or facilities Much below
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Culture, Arts and Education

A full service community does not address only the life and safety of its residents. Like individuals
who simply go to the office and return home, a community that pays attention only to the life
sustaining basics becomes insular, dreary and uninspiring. In the case of communities without
thriving culture, arts and education opportunities, the magnet that attracts those who might
consider relocating there is vastly weakened. Cultural, artistic, social and educational services
elevate the opportunities for personal growth among residents. In the survey, residents were asked
about the quality of opportunities to participate in cultural and educational activities.

Opportunities to attend cultural activities were rated as “excellent” or “good” by 64% of
respondents. Educational opportunities were rated as “excellent” or “good” by 57% of respondents.
Ratings for educational and cultural activity opportunities were similar to the average of
comparison jurisdictions.

About 74% of San José residents used a City library at least once in the 12 months preceding the
survey. This participation rate for library use was similar to comparison jurisdictions.

FIGURE 55: RATINGS OF CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
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FIGURE 56: CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Opportunities to attend cultural activities Much above

Educational opportunities Below
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FIGURE 57: PARTICIPATION IN CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
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FIGURE 58: PARTICIPATION IN CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Used San José public libraries or their services Similar
Participated in religious or spiritual activities in San José Similar
FIGURE 59: PERCEPTION OF CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES
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FIGURE 60: CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Public library services

Much below
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Health and Wellness

Healthy residents have the wherewithal to contribute to the economy as volunteers or employees
and they do not present a burden in cost and time to others. Although residents bear the primary
responsibility for their good health, local government provides services that can foster that well
being and that provide care when residents are ill.

Residents of the City of San José were asked to rate the availability of health care and high quality
affordable food in the community. Among San José residents, 5% rated affordable quality health
care as “excellent” while 23% rated it as “good.” Those ratings were below the ratings of
comparison communities.

FIGURE 61: RATINGS OF COMMUNITY HEALTH AND WELLNESS ACCESS AND OPPORTUNITIES
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FIGURE 62: COMMUNITY HEALTH AND WELLNESS ACCESS AND OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Availability of affordable quality health care Much below

Availability of affordable quality food Below
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COMMUNITY INCLUSIVENESS

Diverse communities that include among their residents a mix of races, ages, wealth, ideas and
beliefs have the raw material for the most vibrant and creative society. However, the presence of
these features alone does not ensure a high quality or desirable space. Surveyed residents were
asked about the success of the mix: the sense of community, the openness of residents to people of
diverse backgrounds and the attractiveness of the City of San José as a place to raise children or to
retire. They were also questioned about the quality of services delivered to various population
subgroups, including older adults, youth and residents with few resources. A community that
succeeds in creating an inclusive environment for a variety of residents is a community that offers
more to many.

A moderate percentage of residents rated the City of San José as an “excellent” or “good” place to
raise kids and a low percentage rated it as an excellent or good place to retire. Most survey
respondents felt the City of San José was open and accepting towards people of diverse
backgrounds.

FIGURE 63: RATINGS OF COMMUNITY QUALITY AND INCLUSIVENESS
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Comparison to

benchmark
Sense of community Much below
Openness and acceptance of the community toward people of diverse
backgrounds Similar
Availability of affordable quality child care Much below
San José as a place to raise kids Much below
San José as a place to retire Much below
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Services to more vulnerable populations (e.g., seniors, youth or low-income residents) ranged from
34% to 49% with ratings of “excellent” or “good.” Services to youth and services to seniors were
rated much below the benchmark and services to low-income people were rated similarly when
compared to other communities.

FIGURE 65: RATINGS OF QUALITY OF SERVICES PROVIDED FOR POPULATION SUBGROUPS
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FIGURE 66: SERVICES PROVIDED FOR POPULATION SUBGROUPS BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark

Services to seniors Much below
Services to youth Much below
Services to low income people Similar

The National Citizen Survey™
37

City of San José | 2011

CIvIC ENGAGEMENT

Community leaders cannot run a jurisdiction alone and a jurisdiction cannot run effectively if
residents remain strangers with little to connect them. Elected officials and staff require the
assistance of local residents whether that assistance comes in tacit approval or eager help; and
commonality of purpose among the electorate facilitates policies and programs that appeal to most
and causes discord among few. Furthermore, when neighbors help neighbors, the cost to the
community to provide services to residents in need declines. When residents are civically engaged,
they have taken the opportunity to participate in making the community more livable for all. The
extent to which local government provides opportunities to become informed and engaged and the
extent to which residents take those opportunities is an indicator of the connection between
government and populace. By understanding your residents’ level of connection to, knowledge of
and participation in local government, the City can find better opportunities to communicate and
educate citizens about its mission, services, accomplishments and plans. Communities with strong
civic engagement may be more likely to see the benefits of programs intended to improve the
quality of life of all residents and therefore would be more likely to support those new policies or
programs.

Civic Activity
Respondents were asked about the perceived community volunteering opportunities and their
participation as citizens of the City of San José. Survey participants rated the volunteer opportunities
in the City of San José favorably. Opportunities to attend or participate in community matters were
rated “excellent” or “good” by 55% of respondents.

The rating for opportunities to participate in community matters was below the benchmark while
the rating for opportunities to volunteer was similar to the benchmark comparison.

FIGURE 67: RATINGS OF CIVIC ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES
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FIGURE 68: CIVIC ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Opportunities to participate in community matters Below

Opportunities to volunteer Similar
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Most of the participants in this survey had not attended a public meeting, volunteered time to a
group or participated in a club in the 12 months prior to the survey, but the vast majority had
helped a friend.

FIGURE 69: PARTICIPATION IN CIVIC ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES

Attended a meeting of local elected officials or other
local public meeting

Watched a meeting of local elected officials or other
City-sponsored public meeting on cable television,
the Internet or other media

Volunteered your time to some group or activity in
San José

Participated in a club or civic group in San José

Provided help to a friend or neighbor 94%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of respondents who did each at least once in last 12 months

FIGURE 70: PARTICIPATION IN CIVIC ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to

benchmark

Attended a meeting of local elected officials or other local public meeting Much less

Watched a meeting of local elected officials or other public meeting on cable

television, the Internet or other media Much less

Volunteered your time to some group or activity in San José Much less

Participated in a club or civic group in San José Similar

Provided help to a friend or neighbor Similar
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Sixty-nine percent reported they were registered to vote and 66% indicated they had voted in the
last general election. This rate of self-reported voting was lower than that of comparison
communities.

FIGURE 71: REPORTED VOTING BEHAVIOR
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FIGURE 72: VOTING BEHAVIOR BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Registered to vote Much less

Voted in last general election Much less
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Information and Awareness

Those completing the survey were asked about their use and perceptions of various information
sources and local government media services. When asked whether they had visited the City of San
José Web site in the previous 12 months, 58% reported they had done so at least once. Public
information services were rated much lower when compared to benchmark data.

FIGURE 73: USE OF INFORMATION SOURCES

Visited the City of San
José Web site (at
WWW.sanjoseca.gov)

58%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of respondents who did each at least once in last 12 months

FIGURE 74: USE OF INFORMATION SOURCES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Visited the City of San José Web site Similar

FIGURE 75: RATINGS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT MEDIA SERVICES AND INFORMATION DISSEMINATION
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FIGURE 76: LOCAL GOVERNMENT MEDIA SERVICES AND INFORMATION DISSEMINATION BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Public information services Much below
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Social Engagement

Opportunities to participate in social events and activities were rated as “excellent” or “good” by
57% of respondents, while even more rated opportunities to participate in religious or spiritual
events and activities as “excellent” or “good.”

FIGURE 77: RATINGS OF SOCIAL ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES
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FIGURE 78: SOCIAL ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Opportunities to participate in social events and activities Similar

Opportunities to participate in religious or spiritual events and activities Below
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Residents in San José reported a fair amount of neighborliness. About 39% indicated talking or
visiting with their neighbors at least several times a week.

FIGURE 79: CONTACT WITH IMMEDIATE NEIGHBORS
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FIGURE 80: CONTACT WITH IMMEDIATE NEIGHBORS BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
Has contact with neighbors at least several times per week Much less
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PuBLIC TRUST

When local government leaders are trusted, an environment of cooperation is more likely to
surround all decisions they make. Cooperation leads to easier communication between leaders and
residents and increases the likelihood that high value policies and programs will be implemented to
improve the quality of life of the entire community. Trust can be measured in residents’ opinions
about the overall direction the City of San José is taking, their perspectives about the service value
their taxes purchase and the openness of government to citizen participation. In addition, resident
opinion about services provided by the City of San José could be compared to their opinion about
services provided by the state and federal governments. If residents find nothing to admire in the
services delivered by any level of government, their opinions about the City of San José may be
colored by their dislike of what all levels of government provide.

About one-quarter of respondents felt that the value of services for taxes paid was “excellent” or
“good.” When asked to rate the job the City of San José does at welcoming citizen involvement,
38% rated it as “excellent” or “good.” Of these four ratings, all were below the benchmark.

FIGURE 81: PUBLIC TRUST RATINGS

® Excellent Good
The value of services for the taxes paid to San José 3% 23%
The overall direction that San José is taking 26%
The job San José government does at welcoming citizen 30%
involvement °
Overall image or reputation of San José 43%
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percent of respondents

FIGURE 82: PUBLIC TRUST BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark
Value of services for the taxes paid to San José Much below
The overall direction that San José is taking Much below
Job San José government does at welcoming citizen involvement Below
Overall image or reputation of San José Much below
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On average, residents of the City of San José gave the highest evaluations to their own local
government and the lowest average rating to the State Government. The overall quality of services
delivered by the City of San José was rated as “excellent” or “good” by 45% of survey participants.
The City of San José’s rating was much below the benchmark when compared to other
communities.

FIGURE 83: RATINGS OF SERVICES PROVIDED BY LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL GOVERNMENTS

= Excellent Good

Services provided by City of

o
San José b

Services provided by the

Federal Government 2

Services provided by the

239
State Government Sl

Services provided by Santa

o
Clara County Government b

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percent of respondents

FIGURE 84: SERVICES PROVIDED BY LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL GOVERNMENTS BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Services provided by the City of San José Much below
Services provided by the Federal Government Similar
Services provided by the State Government Much below
Services provided by Santa Clara County Government Below
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City of San José Employees
The employees of the City of San José who interact with the public create the first impression that
most residents have of the City of San José. Front line staff who provide information, assist with bill
paying, collect trash, create service schedules, fight fires and crime and even give traffic tickets are
the collective face of the City of San José. As such, it is important to know about residents’
experience talking with that “face.” When employees appear to be knowledgeable, responsive and
courteous, residents are more likely to feel that any needs or problems may be solved through
positive and productive interactions with the City of San José staff.

Those completing the survey were asked if they had been in contact with a City employee either in-
person, over the phone or via email in the last 12 months; the 32% who reported that they had
been in contact (a percent that is much lower than the benchmark comparison) were then asked to
indicate overall how satisfied they were with the employee in their most recent contact. City
employees were rated moderately; 58% of respondents rated their overall impression as “excellent”
or “good.”

FIGURE 85: PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS WHO HAD CONTACT WITH CITY EMPLOYEES IN PREVIOUS 12 MONTHS
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FIGURE 86: CONTACT WITH CITY EMPLOYEES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Had contact with City employee(s) in last 12 months Much less
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FIGURE 87: RATINGS OF CITY EMPLOYEES (AMONG THOSE WHO HAD CONTACT)
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FIGURE 88: RATINGS OF CITY EMPLOYEES (AMONG THOSE WHO HAD CONTACT) BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Knowledge Below

Responsiveness Much below
Courteousness Much below
Overall impression Much below
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CusToM QUESTIONS

“Don’t know” responses have been removed from the following questions, when applicable.

Custom Question 1

Please rate the following aspects of Mineta San José

Good | Fair | Poor Total

International Airport: Excellent
Overall ease of use of Mineta San José International Airport 26%
Availability of flights at Mineta San José International Airport 18%

51% | 19% | 4% | 100%
45% | 19% | 18% | 100%

Custom Question 2

Do you have water-saving fixtures such as low-flow shower heads and low-flush Percent of
toilets in your home? respondents
No 26%
Yes 74%
Total 100%

Custom Question 3

How important, if at all, is it for you to conserve water in your home? Percent of respondents
Essential 29%
Very important 52%
Somewhat important 16%
Not at all important 3%
Total 100%
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APPENDIX A: COMPLETE SURVEY

FREQUENCIES

City of San José | 2011

Question 2: Community Characteristics

FREQUENCIES EXCLUDING “DON’T KNOW” RESPONSES

Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate

Question 1: Quality of Life

Please rate each of the following aspects of quality of life in

to San Jose as a whole: Excellent = Good Poor = Total
Traffic flow on major streets 1% 22% | 40% | 37% | 100%
Amount of public parking 6% 25% | 45% | 24% | 100%
Availability of affordable quality housing 4% 15% | 37% | 43% | 100%
Availability of affordable quality child care 2% 14% | 50% | 34% | 100%
Availability of affordable quality health care 5% 23% | 44% | 28% | 100%
Availability of affordable quality food 10% 42% | 37% | 11% | 100%
Air quality 7% 36% | 45% | 12% | 100%
Quality of overall natural environment in San Jose 6% 37% | 46% 11% | 100%
Overall image or reputation of San Jose 8% 43% | 41% 8% | 100%
Question 3: Growth
Please rate the speed of growth Much
in the following categories in San too Somewhat Right Somewhat Much
Jose over the past 2 years: slow too slow amount too fast too fast = Total
Population growth 0% 4% 33% 42% 21% 100%
Retail growth (stores, restaurants,
etc.) 3% 22% 57% 12% 6% 100%
Jobs growth 29% 51% 16% 2% 1% 100%
Question 4: Code Enforcement
To what degree, if at all, are run down buildings, weed lots or junk vehicles a Percent of
problem in San Jose? respondents
Not a problem 10%
Minor problem 29%
Moderate problem 50%
Major problem 11%
Total 100%
Question 5: Community Safety
Please rate how safe or unsafe
you feel from the following in Very | Somewhat = Neither safe = Somewhat Very
San Jose: safe safe nor unsafe unsafe unsafe = Total
Violent crime (e.g., rape, assault,
robbery) 11% 36% 25% 18% 10% 100%
Property crimes (e.g., burglary,
theft) 8% 24% 30% 27% 11% 100%
Environmental hazards,
including toxic waste 18% 40% 27% 12% 2% 100%

San Jose: Excellent | Good = Fair | Poor Total
San Jose as a place to live 18% 54% | 23% @ 4% | 100%
Your neighborhood as a place to live 14% 53% | 26% 8% | 100%
San Jose as a place to raise children 10% 43% | 41% | 6% | 100%
San Jose as a place to work 15% 51% | 22% | 12% | 100%
San Jose as a place to retire 3% 23% | 37% | 37% @ 100%
The overall quality of life in San Jose 5% 57% | 34% @ 4% | 100%
Question 2: Community Characteristics
Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate

to San Jose as a whole: Excellent | Good = Fair = Poor = Total
Sense of community 6% 29% | 44% | 20% | 100%
Openness and acceptance of the community towards people of
diverse backgrounds 17% 50% | 25% | 8% | 100%
Overall appearance of San Jose 7% 47% | 36% | 9% | 100%
Cleanliness of San Jose 8% 44% | 33% | 14% | 100%
Overall quality of new development in San Jose 8% 50% | 33% @ 9% | 100%
Variety of housing options 8% 42% | 32%  19% | 100%
Overall quality of business and service establishments in San
Jose 14% 45% | 34% | 7% | 100%
Shopping opportunities 27% 49% | 21% | 3% | 100%
Opportunities to attend cultural activities 20% 44% | 30% | 6% | 100%
Recreational opportunities 13% 40% | 40% | 7% | 100%
Employment opportunities 7% 39% | 29% @ 25% | 100%
Educational opportunities 10% 47% | 32% | 11% | 100%
Opportunities to participate in social events and activities 13% 44% | 35% | 8% | 100%
Opportunities to participate in religious or spiritual events and
activities 15% 53% | 29% | 3% | 100%
Opportunities to volunteer 24% 46% | 27% | 3% | 100%
Opportunities to participate in community matters 10% 45% | 36% | 9% | 100%
Ease of car travel in San Jose 5% 35% | 36% | 24% | 100%
Ease of bus travel in San Jose 13% 34% | 34% | 18% | 100%
Ease of rail in San Jose 17% 31% | 33% | 19% | 100%
Ease of bicycle travel in San Jose 8% 29% | 43%  21% | 100%
Ease of walking in San Jose 9% 37% | 39% | 16% | 100%
Availability of paths and walking trails 6% 39% | 36% | 19%  100%
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Question 6: Personal Safety Question 11: Resident Behaviors
Please rate how safe or Very Somewhat Neither safe Somewhat Very In the last 12 months, about how many times, if
unsafe you feel: safe safe nor unsafe unsafe unsafe = Total ever, have you or other household members Once 3to 13 to More

In your neighborhood participated in the following activities in San or '1 2 A26 thfln 26
during the day 42% 45% 9% 2% 2% 100% Jose? Never  twice times times times Total
In your neighborhood after Used San Jose public libraries or their services 26% 17% 30% 20% 7% 100%
dark 15% 46% 16% 19% 4% 100% Used San Jose recreation centers 51% 21% 21% 4% 3% 100%
In San Jose's downtown Participated in a recreation program or activity 61% 24% 9% 3% 3% 100%
area during the day 19% 52% 17% 10% 1% 100% Visited a neighborhood park or City park 14% 20% 36% 17% 13% 100%
In San Jose's downtown Ridden a local bus within San Jose 58% | 19% 8% 3% 12% | 100%
area after dark 3% 17% 17% 44% 20% 100% N _

Attended a meeting of local elected officials or

other local public meeting 82% 1% 5% 0% 3% 100%

Question 7: Contact with Police Department

Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of San Jose

Police Department within the last 12 months? No | Yes
Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of San Jose
Police Department within the last 12 months? 71% | 29%

Watched a meeting of local elected officials or
other City-sponsored public meeting on cable

Question 8: Ratings of Contact with Police Department

What was your overall impression of your most recent contact with the

City of San Jose Police Department? Excellent Good Fair = Poor
What was your overall impression of your most recent contact with the
City of San Jose Police Department? 22% 45% | 14% | 19%

Question 9: Crime Victim

During the past 12 months, were you or anyone in your household the victim of Percent of
any crime? respondents
No 88%
Yes 12%
Total 100%
Question 10: Crime Reporting
If yes, was this crime (these crimes) reported to the police? Percent of respondents
No 29%
Yes 71%
Total 100%

television, the Internet or other media 73% 13% 9% 1% 3% 100%
Visited the City of San Jose Web site (at
WWW.sanjoseca.gov) 42% 22% 27% 4% 5% 100%
Recycled used paper, cans or bottles from your
home 4% 9% 10% 9% 68% 100%
Volunteered your time to some group or activity
in San Jose 63% 15% 10% 4% 8% 100%
Participated in religious or spiritual activities in
San Jose 51% 19% 12% 5% 13% 100%
Participated in a club or civic group in San Jose 73% 10% 1% 2% 5% 100%
Provided help to a friend or neighbor 6% 19% 39% 18% 18% 100%
Question 12: Neighborliness
About how often, if at all, do you talk to or visit with your immediate neighbors Percent of
(people who live in the 10 or 20 households that are closest to you)? respondents

Just about everyday 18%
Several times a week 21%
Several times a month 23%
Less than several times a month 38%
Total 100%
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Question 13: Service Quality

Question 14: Government Services Overall

Please rate the quality of each of the following services in San

Overall, how would you rate the quality of the services
provided by each of the following? Excellent | Good = Fair | Poor Total
The City of San Jose 6% 39% | 44% | 10% | 100%
The Federal Government 8% 24% | 44% | 24% | 100%
The State Government 4% 23% | 46%  27% | 100%
Santa Clara County Government 8% 33% | 43%  15% | 100%
Question 15: Recommendation and Longevity
Please indicate how likely or unlikely Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
you are to do each of the following: likely likely unlikely unlikely | Total
Recommend living in San Jose to
someone who asks 24% 56% 9% 1% 100%
Remain in San Jose for the next five years 54% 28% 12% 5% 100%
Question 16: Impact of the Economy
What impact, if any, do you think the economy will have on your family income in Percent of
the next 6 months? Do you think the impact will be: respondents
Very positive 3%
Somewhat positive 14%
Neutral 36%
Somewhat negative 39%
Very negative 8%
Total 100%
Question 17: Contact with Fire Department
Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of San Jose Fire
Department within the last 12 months? No | Yes
Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of San Jose Fire
Department within the last 12 months? 84% | 16%
Question 18: Ratings of Contact with Fire Department

What was your overall impression of your most recent contact with the

City of San Jose Fire Department? Excellent Good = Fair | Poor
What was your overall impression of your most recent contact with the
City of San Jose Fire Department? 39% 25% | 19% | 17%

Jose: Excellent | Good = Fair = Poor Total
Police services 14% 47% | 32% | 7% | 100%
Fire services 27% 58% | 14% = 1% | 100%
Ambulance or emergency medical services 29% 54% | 16% = 1% | 100%
Crime prevention 6% 32% | 47% | 15% | 100%
Fire prevention and education 9% 49% | 34% | 8% | 100%
Traffic enforcement 6% 50% | 28% | 15% | 100%
Street repair 4% 17% | 40%  39% | 100%
Street cleaning 8% 34% | 40% ' 18% | 100%
Street lighting 8% 34% | 41% | 17% | 100%
Sidewalk maintenance 4% 31% | 41% | 23% | 100%
Traffic signal timing 4% 30% | 50% | 16% | 100%
Bus or transit services 14% 36% | 34% 16% | 100%
Garbage collection 20% 54% | 19% | 6% | 100%
Recycling 26% 48% | 23% | 3% | 100%
Yard waste pick-up 24% 52% | 15% | 9% | 100%
Storm drainage 9% 46% | 33% | 13% | 100%
Drinking water 10% 42% | 34% | 15% | 100%
Sewer services 11% 48% | 34% | 8% | 100%
City parks 12% 56% | 25% | 7% | 100%
Recreation programs or classes 11% 41% | 35% | 14% | 100%
Recreation centers or facilities 10% 44% | 30% | 16% | 100%
Land use, planning and zoning 3% 28% | 52% | 16% | 100%
Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc.) 3% 25% | 47% | 25% | 100%
Animal control 9% 37% | 41% | 13% | 100%
Economic development 5% 27% | 43% | 25% | 100%
Services to seniors 17% 32% | 34%  17% | 100%
Services to youth 10% 24% | 41% | 26% | 100%
Services to low-income people 11% 37% | 31%  21% | 100%
Public library services 21% 47% | 27% | 5% | 100%
Public information services 8% 34% | 47%  11% | 100%
Emergency preparedness (services that prepare the community
for natural disasters or other emergency situations) 8% 29% | 34% @ 28% | 100%
Preservation of natural areas such as open space, farmlands
and greenbelts 7% 32% | 42% | 20% | 100%
Graffiti removal 7% 20% | 44% | 29% | 100%
Gang prevention efforts 4% 24% | 33% @ 38% | 100%
Street tree maintenance 6% 30% | 39% | 25% | 100%
Building permit services 4% 21% | 53% | 22% | 100%
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Question 19: Contact with City Employees

Question 24: Custom Question 3

How important, if at all, is it for you to conserve water in your home? Percent of respondents
Essential 29%
Very important 52%
Somewhat important 16%
Not at all important 3%
Total 100%

Question D1: Employment Status
Are you currently employed for pay? Percent of respondents
No 31%
Yes, full-time 58%
Yes, part-time 11%
Total 100%

Question D2: Mode of Transportation Used for Commute

During a typical week, how many days do you commute to work (for the longest Percent of days
distance of your commute) in each of the ways listed below? mode used
Motorized vehicle (e.g., car, truck, van, motorcycle, etc.) by myself 76%
Motorized vehicle (e.g., car, truck, van, motorcycle, etc.) with other children or adults 10%
Bus, rail, subway or other public transportation 8%
Walk 1%
Bicycle 0%
Work at home 5%
Other 0%

Question D3: Length of Residency

How many years have you lived in San Jose?

Percent of respondents

Have you had any in-person, phone or email with an employee of the City of San Jose Percent of
within the last 12 months (including police, receptionists, planners or any others)? respondents
No 68%
Yes 32%
Total 100%
Question 20: City Employees
What was your impression of the employee(s) of the City of
San Jose in your most recent contact? Excellent | Good | Fair  Poor Total
Knowledge 24% 45% | 26% | 5% | 100%
Responsiveness 25% 31% | 28% | 16% | 100%
Courtesy 20% 45% | 25% | 10% | 100%
Overall impression 19% 39% | 28% | 15% | 100%
Question 21: Government Performance
Please rate the following categories of San Jose government
performance: Excellent | Good = Fair = Poor = Total
The value of services for the taxes paid to San Jose 3% 23% | 51% | 23% | 100%
The overall direction that San Jose is taking 5% 26% | 49%  20% | 100%
The job San Jose government does at welcoming citizen
involvement 8% 30% | 41% ' 21% | 100%
Question 22: Custom Question 1
Please rate the following aspects of Mineta San Jose
International Airport: Excellent | Good = Fair | Poor Total
Overall ease of use of Mineta San Jose International Airport 26% 51% | 19% | 4% | 100%
Availability of flights at Mineta San Jose International Airport 18% 45% | 19% | 18% | 100%
Question 23: Custom Question 2
Do you have water-saving fixtures such as low-flow shower heads and low-flush Percent of
toilets in your home? respondents
No 26%
Yes 74%
Total 100%
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Less than 2 years 9%

2 to 5 years 14%
6 to 10 years 13%
11 to 20 years 18%
More than 20 years 46%
Total 100%
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Question D4: Housing Unit Type Question D8: Presence of Older Adults in Household
Which best describes the building you live in? Percent of respondents Are you or any other members of your household aged 65 or older? Percent of respondents
One family house detached from any other houses 52% No 77%
House attached to one or more houses (e.g., a duplex or townhome) 6% Yes 23%
Building with two or more apartments or condominiums 36% Total 100%
Mobile home 6%
Other 0% Question D9: Household Income
Total 100% How much do you anticipate your household's total income before taxes will be for the
current year? (Please include in your total income money from all sources for all Percent of
Ourzsition D5k (s T (e persons living in your household.) respondents
- - Less than $24,999 17%
Is this house, apartment or mobile home... Percent of respondents
—— $25,000 to $49,999 28%
Rented for cash or occupied without cash payment 43%
N B " $50,000 to $99,999 28%
Owned by you or someone in this house with a mortgage or free and clear 57%
$100,000 to $149,000 17%
Total 100%
$150,000 or more 9%
o
Question D6: Monthly Housing Cost Total 100%
About how much is the total monthly housing cost for the place you live (including = —
rent, mortgage payment, property tax, property insurance and homeowners" Percent of Question D10: Ethnicity
association (HOA) fees)? respondents Are you Spanish, Hispanic or Latino? Percent of respondents
Less than $300 per month 2% No, not Spanish, Hispanic or Latino 70%
$300 to $599 per month 9% Yes, | consider myself to be Spanish, Hispanic or Latino 30%
$600 to $999 per month 14% Total 100%
$1,000 to $1,499 per month 13%
$1,500 to $2,499 per month 42% Question D11: Race
$2,500 or more per month 20% What is your race? (Mark one or more races to indicate what race(s) you consider Percent of
Total 100% yourself to be.) respondents
American Indian or Alaskan Native 1%
Question D7: Presence of Children in Household Asian, Asian Indian or Pacific Islander 35%
Do any children 17 or under live in your household? Percent of respondents Black or African American 4%
No 56% White 50%
Yes 449, Other 15%
Total 100% Total may exceed 100% as respondents could select more than one option
The National Citizen Survey™ The National Citizen Survey™
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Question D12: Age

In which category is your age?

Percent of respondents

18 to 24 years 6%
25 to 34 years 22%
35 to 44 years 17%
45 to 54 years 25%
55 to 64 years 13%
65 to 74 years 10%
75 years or older 8%
Total 100%
Question D13: Gender
What is your sex? Percent of respondents
Female 52%
Male 48%
Total 100%
Question D14: Registered to Vote
Are you registered to vote in your jurisdiction? Percent of respondents
No 27%
Yes 69%
Ineligible to vote 4%
Total 100%
Question D15: Voted in Last General Election
Many people don't have time to vote in elections. Did you vote in the last general Percent of
election? respondents
No 25%
Yes 66%
Ineligible to vote 9%
Total 100%
Question D16: Has Cell Phone
Do you have a cell phone? Percent of respondents
No 9%
Yes 91%
Total 100%

The National Citizen Survey™

59

City of San José | 2011

Question D17: Has Land Line

Do you have a land line at home? Percent of respondents
No 25%
Yes 75%
Total 100%
Question D18: Primary Phone

If you have both a cell phone and a land line, which do you consider your primary Percent of

telephone number? respondents
Cell 43%
Land line 43%
Both 14%
Total 100%

The National Citizen Survey™

60



City of San José | 2011

APPENDIX B: SURVEY METHODOLOGY

The National Citizen Survey™ (The NCS™) was developed to provide local jurisdictions an accurate,
affordable and easy way to assess and interpret resident opinion about important community issues.
While standardization of question wording and survey methods provide the rigor to assure valid
results, each jurisdiction has enough flexibility to construct a customized version of The NCS™ that
asks residents about key local services and important local issues.

Results offer insight into residents’ perspectives about local government performance and as such
provide important benchmarks for jurisdictions working on performance measurement. The NCS™
is designed to help with budget, land use and strategic planning as well as to communicate with
local residents. The NCS™ permits questions to test support for local policies and answers to its
questions also speak to community trust and involvement in community-building activities as well
as to resident demographic characteristics.

SURVEY VALIDITY

The question of survey validity has two parts: 1) how can a jurisdiction be confident that the results
from those who completed the questionnaire are representative of the results that would have been
obtained had the survey been administered to the entire population? and 2) how closely do the
perspectives recorded on the survey reflect what residents really believe or do?

To answer the first question, the best survey research practices were used for the resources spent to
ensure that the results from the survey respondents reflect the opinions of residents in the entire
jurisdiction. These practices include:

Using a mail-out/mail-back methodology, which typically gets a higher response rate than
phone for the same dollars spent. A higher response rate lessens the worry that those who did
not respond are different than those who did respond.
Selecting households at random within the jurisdiction to receive the survey. A random
selection ensures that the households selected to receive the survey are similar to the entire
population. A non-random sample may only include households from one geographic area, or
from households of only one type.
Over-sampling multi-family housing units to improve response from hard-to-reach, lower
income, or younger apartment dwellers.
Selecting the respondent within the household using an unbiased sampling procedure; in this
case, the “birthday method.” The cover letter included an instruction requesting that the
respondent in the household be the adult (18 years old or older) who most recently had a
birthday, irrespective of year of birth.
Contacting potential respondents three times to encourage response from people who may
have different opinions or habits than those who would respond with only a single prompt.
Soliciting response on jurisdiction letterhead signed by the highest ranking elected official or
staff member, thus appealing to the recipients’ sense of civic responsibility.
Providing a self-addressed, postage-paid return envelope.
Offering the survey in Spanish when appropriate and requested by City officials.
Using the most recent available information about the characteristics of jurisdiction residents to
weight the data to reflect the demographics of the population.
The answer to the second question about how closely the perspectives recorded on the survey
reflect what residents really believe or do is more complex. Resident responses to surveys are
influenced by a variety of factors. For questions about service quality, residents’ expectations for
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service quality play a role as well as the “objective” quality of the service provided, the way the
resident perceives the entire community (that is, the context in which the service is provided), the
scale on which the resident is asked to record his or her opinion and, of course, the opinion, itself,
that a resident holds about the service. Similarly a resident’s report of certain behaviors is colored
by what he or she believes is the socially desirable response (e.g., reporting tolerant behaviors
toward “oppressed groups,” likelihood of voting a tax increase for services to poor people, use of
alternative modes of travel to work besides the single occupancy vehicle), his or her memory of the
actual behavior (if it is not a question speculating about future actions, like a vote), his or her
confidence that he or she can be honest without suffering any negative consequences (thus the
need for anonymity) as well as the actual behavior itself.

How closely survey results come to recording the way a person really feels or behaves often is
measured by the coincidence of reported behavior with observed current behavior (e.g., driving
habits), reported intentions to behave with observed future behavior (e.g., voting choices) or
reported opinions about current community quality with objective characteristics of the community
(e.g., feelings of safety correlated with rates of crime). There is a body of scientific literature that has
investigated the relationship between reported behaviors and actual behaviors. Well-conducted
surveys, by and large, do capture true respondent behaviors or intentions to act with great
accuracy. Predictions of voting outcomes tend to be quite accurate using survey research, as do
reported behaviors that are not about highly sensitive issues (e.g., family abuse or other illegal or
morally sanctioned activities). For self-reports about highly sensitive issues, statistical adjustments
can be made to correct for the respondents’ tendency to report what they think the “correct”
response should be.

Research on the correlation of resident opinion about service quality and “objective” ratings of
service quality tend to be ambiguous, some showing stronger relationships than others. NRC’s own
research has demonstrated that residents who report the lowest ratings of street repair live in
communities with objectively worse street conditions than those who report high ratings of street
repair (based on road quality, delay in street repair, number of road repair employees). Similarly,
the lowest rated fire services appear to be “objectively” worse than the highest rated fire services
(expenditures per capita, response time, “professional” status of firefighters, breadth of services and
training provided). Whether or not some research confirms the relationship between what residents
think about a community and what can be seen “objectively” in a community, NRC has argued that
resident opinion is a perspective that cannot be ignored by government administrators. NRC
principals have written, “If you collect trash three times a day but residents think that your trash
haul is lousy, you still have a problem.”

SURVEY SAMPLING

“Sampling” refers to the method by which survey recipients were chosen. All households within the
City of San José were eligible to participate in the survey; 1,200 were selected to receive the
survey. These 1,200 households were randomly selected from a comprehensive list of all housing
units within the City of San José boundaries. The basis of the list of all housing units was a United
States Postal Service listing of housing units within zip codes. Since some of the zip codes that
serve the City of San José households may also serve addresses that lie outside of the jurisdiction,
the exact geographic location of each housing unit was compared to jurisdiction boundaries, using
the most current municipal boundary file (updated on a quarterly basis), and addresses located
outside of the City of San José boundaries were removed from consideration.
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To choose the 1,200 survey recipients, a systematic sampling method was applied to the list of
households known to be within the City of San José. Systematic sampling is a procedure whereby a
complete list of all possible items is culled, selecting every Nth one until the appropriate amount of
items is selected. Multi-family housing units were over sampled as residents of this type of housing
typically respond at lower rates to surveys than do those in single-family housing units.

FIGURE 89: LOCATION OF SURVEY RECIPIENTS

The National Citizen Survey™
San Jose, CA 2011

® Survey Recipient

An individual within each household was selected using the birthday method. The birthday method
selects a person within the household by asking the “person whose birthday has most recently
passed” to complete the questionnaire. The underlying assumption in this method is that day of
birth has no relationship to the way people respond to surveys. This instruction was contained in
the cover letter accompanying the questionnaire.
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In response to the growing number of the cell-phone population (so-called “cord cutters”), which
includes a large proportion of young adults, questions about cell phones and land lines are
included on The NCS™ questionnaire. As of the middle of 2010 (the most recent estimates available
as of the end of 2010), 26.6% of U.S. households had a cell phone but no landline." Among
younger adults (age 18-34), 53.7% of households were “cell-only.” Based on survey results, San
José has an overall “cord cutter” population similar to the nationwide 2010 estimates

FIGURE 90: PREVALENCE OF CELL-PHONE ONLY RESPONDENTS IN SAN JOSE

Overall 24%
55+ 11%
35-54 19%
18-34 45%
O’% 25’% 50'% 75' % 1 0;) %

Percent of respondents reporting having a "cell phone" only

SURVEY ADMINISTRATION

Selected households received three mailings, one week apart, beginning September 14, 2011. The
first mailing was a prenotification postcard that included English, Spanish and Vietnamese text
announcing the upcoming survey. The next mailing contained a letter from the city auditor inviting
the household to participate, an invitation for recipients to request a Spanish or Vietnamese
language survey, a questionnaire and a postage-paid return envelope. The final mailing contained a
reminder letter, an invitation to request a Spanish or Vietnamese language survey, another
questionnaire and a postage-paid return envelope. The second cover letter asked those who had not
completed the survey to do so and those who have already done so to refrain from turning in
another survey. Completed surveys were collected over the following seven weeks.

SURVEY RESPONSE RATE AND CONFIDENCE INTERVALS

It is customary to describe the precision of estimates made from surveys by a “level of confidence”
and accompanying “confidence interval” (or margin of error). A traditional level of confidence, and
the one used here, is 95%. The 95% confidence interval can be any size and quantifies the
sampling error or imprecision of the survey results because some residents' opinions are relied on
to estimate all residents' opinions. The confidence interval for the City of San José survey is no
greater than plus or minus six percentage points around any given percent reported for the entire
sample (253 completed surveys). Survey responses were tracked by each quadrant of the City. Of
the completed surveys, 81 were from the Northwest quadrant of the City, 54 were from the
Northeast, 64 were from the Southwest, and 53 were from the Southeast quadrant of San José. One
Vietnamese survey was completed.

A 95% confidence interval indicates that for every 100 random samples of this many residents, 95
of the confidence intervals created will include the “true” population response. This theory is

" http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/early i 01012.pdf
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applied in practice to mean that the “true” perspective of the target population lies within the
confidence interval created for a single survey. For example, if 75% of residents rate a service as
“excellent” or “good,” then the 4% margin of error (for the 95% confidence interval) indicates that
the range of likely responses for the entire jurisdiction is between 71% and 79%. This source of
error is called sampling error. In addition to sampling error, other sources of error may affect any
survey, including the non-response of residents with opinions different from survey responders.
Though standardized on The NCS, on other surveys, differences in question wording, order,
translation and data entry, as examples, can lead to somewhat varying results.

For subgroups of responses, the margin of error increases because the sample size for the subgroup
is smaller. For subgroups of approximately 100 respondents, the margin of error is plus or minus 10
percentage points

SURVEY PROCESSING (DATA ENTRY)

Completed surveys received by NRC were assigned a unique identification number. Additionally,
each survey was reviewed and “cleaned” as necessary. For example, a question may have asked a
respondent to pick two items out of a list of five, but the respondent checked three; NRC staff
would choose randomly two of the three selected items to be coded in the dataset.

Once all surveys were assigned a unique identification number, they were entered into an
electronic dataset. This dataset was subject to a data entry protocol of “key and verify,” in which
survey data were entered twice into an electronic dataset and then compared. Discrepancies were
evaluated against the original survey form and corrected. Range checks as well as other forms of
quality control were also performed.

The National Citizen Survey™
80

City of San José | 2011

SURVEY DATA WEIGHTING

The demographic characteristics of the survey sample were compared to those found in the 2010
Census estimates for adults in the City of San José. Sample results were weighted using the
population norms to reflect the appropriate percent of those residents. Other discrepancies between
the whole population and the sample were also aided by the weighting due to the intercorrelation
of many socioeconomic characteristics.

The variables used for weighting were housing tenure, housing unite type, race, ethnicity and sex
and age. This decision was based on:

The disparity between the survey respondent characteristics and the population norms for these

variables

The saliency of these variables in detecting differences of opinion among subgroups

The importance to the community of correct racial or ethnic representation
The primary objective of weighting survey data is to make the survey sample reflective of the larger
population of the community. This is done by: 1) reviewing the sample demographics and
comparing them to the population norms from the most recent Census or other sources and 2)
comparing the responses to different questions for demographic subgroups. The demographic
characteristics that are least similar to the Census and yield the most different results are the best
candidates for data weighting. A third criterion sometimes used is the importance that the
community places on a specific variable. For example, if a jurisdiction feels that accurate race
representation is key to staff and public acceptance of the study results, additional consideration
will be given in the weighting process to adjusting the race variable.

A special software program using mathematical algorithms is used to calculate the appropriate
weights. Data weighting can adjust up to 5 demographic variables. Several different weighting
“schemes” may be tested to ensure the best fit for the data.

The process actually begins at the point of sampling. Knowing that residents in single family
dwellings are more likely to respond to a mail survey, NRC oversamples residents of multi-family
dwellings to ensure their proper representation in the sample data. Rather than giving all residents
an equal chance of receiving the survey, this is systematic, stratified sampling, which gives each
resident of the jurisdiction a known chance of receiving the survey (and apartment dwellers, for
example, a greater chance than single family home dwellers). As a consequence, results must be
weighted to recapture the proper representation of apartment dwellers.

The results of the weighting scheme are presented in the table on the following page.
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San Jose, CA Citizen Survey Weighting Table

Characteristic

Population Norm?

Unweighted Data

Weighted Data

Housing

Rent home 42% 34% 43%
Own home 58% 66% 57%
Detached unit 60% 57% 58%
Attached unit 40% 43% 42%
Race and Ethnicity

White 45% 53% 46%
Not white 55% 47 % 54%
Not Hispanic 71% 89% 70%
Hispanic 29% 11% 30%
White alone, not Hispanic 32% 49% 35%
Hispanic and/or other race 68% 51% 65%
Sex and Age

Female 50% 51% 52%
Male 50% 49% 48%
18-34 years of age 33% 12% 28%
35-54 years of age 40% 41% 42%
55+ years of age 27% 47% 31%
Females 18-34 16% 10% 15%
Females 35-54 20% 23% 21%
Females 55 + 14% 18% 16%
Males 18-34 17% 3% 13%
Males 35-54 20% 17% 21%
Males 55 + 12% 29% 14%

? Source: 2010 Census
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SURVEY DATA ANALYSIS AND REPORTING

The survey dataset was analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).
Frequency distributions were presented in the body of the report.

Use of the “Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor” Response Scale

The scale on which respondents are asked to record their opinions about service and community
quality is “excellent,” “good,” “fair” or “poor” (EGFP). This scale has important advantages over
other scale possibilities (very good to very bad; very satisfied to very dissatisfied; strongly agree to
strongly disagree, as examples). EGFP is used by the plurality of jurisdictions conducting citizen
surveys across the U.S. The advantage of familiarity was one that NRC did not want to dismiss
when crafting The National Citizen Survey™ questionnaire, because elected officials, staff and
residents already are acquainted with opinion surveys measured this way. EGFP also has the
advantage of offering three positive options, rather than only two, over which a resident can offer
an opinion. While symmetrical scales often are the right choice in other measurement tasks, NRC
has found that ratings of almost every local government service in almost every jurisdiction tend, on
average, to be positive (that is, above the scale midpoint). Therefore, to permit finer distinctions
among positively rated services, EGFP offers three options across which to spread those ratings.
EGFP is more neutral because it requires no positive statement of service quality to judge (as agree-
disagree scales require) and, finally, EGFP intends to measure absolute quality of service delivery or
community quality (unlike satisfaction scales which ignore residents’ perceptions of quality in favor
of their report on the acceptability of the level of service offered).

“Don’t Know” Responses

On many of the questions in the survey respondents may answer “don’t know.” The proportion of
respondents giving this reply is shown in the full set of responses included in Appendix A.
However, these responses have been removed from the analyses presented in the body of the
report. In other words, the tables and graphs display the responses from respondents who had an
opinion about a specific item.

Benchmark Comparisons

NRC has been leading the strategic use of surveys for local governments since 1991, when the
principals of the company wrote the first edition of what became the classic text on citizen
surveying. In Citizen Surveys: how to do them, how to use them, what they mean, published by
ICMA, not only were the principles for quality survey methods articulated, but both the idea of
benchmark data for citizen opinion and the method for gathering benchmark data were pioneered.
The argument for benchmarks was called “In Search of Standards.” “What has been missing from a
local government’s analysis of its survey results is the context that school administrators can supply
when they tell parents how an 80 percent score on the social studies test compares to test results
from other school systems...”

NRC’s database of comparative resident opinion is comprised of resident perspectives gathered in
citizen surveys from approximately 500 jurisdictions whose residents evaluated local government
services. Conducted with typically no fewer than 400 residents in each jurisdiction, opinions are
intended to represent over 30 million Americans. NRC has innovated a method for quantitatively
integrating the results of surveys that are conducted by NRC with those that others have conducted.
The integration methods have been thoroughly described not only in the Citizen Surveys book, but
also in Public Administration Review, Journal of Policy Analysis and Management. Scholars who
specialize in the analysis of citizen surveys regularly have relied on this work (e.g., Kelly, J. &
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Swindell, D. (2002). Service quality variation across urban space: First steps towards a model of
citizen satisfaction. Journal of Urban Affairs, 24, 271-288.; Van Ryzin, G., Muzzio, D., Immerwahr,
S., Gulick, L. & Martinez, E. (2004). Drivers and consequences of citizen satisfaction: An
application of the American Customer Satisfaction Index Model to New York City, Public
Administration Review, 64, 331- 341). The method described in those publications is refined
regularly and statistically tested on a growing number of citizen surveys in NRC’s proprietary
databases. NRC’s work on calculating national benchmarks for resident opinions about service
delivery and quality of life won the Samuel C. May award for research excellence from the Western
Governmental Research Association.

The comparison evaluations are from the most recent survey completed in each jurisdiction; most
communities conduct surveys every year or in alternating years. NRC adds the latest results quickly
upon survey completion, keeping the benchmark data fresh and relevant.

The Role of Comparisons

Benchmark comparisons are used for performance measurement. Jurisdictions use the comparative
information to help interpret their own citizen survey results, to create or revise community plans,
to evaluate the success of policy or budget decisions and to measure local government
performance. Taking the pulse of the community has little meaning without knowing what pulse
rate is too high and what is too low. When surveys of service satisfaction turn up “good” citizen
evaluations, jurisdictions need to know how others rate their services to understand if “good” is
good enough. Furthermore, in the absence of national or peer community comparisons, a
jurisdiction is left with comparing its fire protection rating to its street maintenance rating. That
comparison is unfair. Streets always lose to fire. More important and harder questions need to be
asked; for example, how do residents’ ratings of fire service compare to opinions about fire service
in other communities?

A police department that provides the fastest and most efficient service — one that closes most of its
cases, solves most of its crimes and keeps the crime rate low - still has a problem to fix if the
residents in the community it intends to protect believe services are not very good compared to
ratings given by residents to their own objectively “worse” departments. The benchmark data can
help that police department — or any department — to understand how well citizens think it is
doing. Without the comparative data, it would be like bowling in a tournament without knowing
what the other teams are scoring. NRC recommends that citizen opinion be used in conjunction
with other sources of data about budget, personnel and politics to help managers know how to
respond to comparative results.

Jurisdictions in the benchmark database are distributed geographically across the country and range
from small to large in population size. Most commonly, comparisons are made to the entire
database. Comparisons may also be made to subsets of jurisdictions (for example, within a given
region or population category). Despite the differences in jurisdiction characteristics, all are in the
business of providing local government services to residents. Though individual jurisdiction
circumstances, resources and practices vary, the objective in every community is to provide
services that are so timely, tailored and effective that residents conclude the services are of the
highest quality. High ratings in any jurisdiction, like SAT scores in any teen household, bring pride
and a sense of accomplishment.

Comparison of San José to the Benchmark Database

The City of San José chose to have comparisons made to the entire database. A benchmark
comparison (the average rating from all the comparison jurisdictions where a similar question was
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asked) has been provided when a similar question on the City of San José Survey was included in
NRC’s database and there were at least five jurisdictions in which the question was asked. For most
questions compared to the entire dataset, there were more than 100 jurisdictions included in the
benchmark comparison.

Where comparisons for quality ratings were available, the City of San José’s results were generally
noted as being “above” the benchmark, “below” the benchmark or “similar” to the benchmark. For
some questions — those related to resident behavior, circumstance or to a local problem — the
comparison to the benchmark is designated as “more,” “similar” or “less” (for example, the percent
of crime victims, residents visiting a park or residents identifying code enforcement as a problem.)
In instances where ratings are considerably higher or lower than the benchmark, these ratings have
been further demarcated by the attribute of “much,” (for example, “much less” or “much above”).
These labels come from a statistical comparison of the City of San José 's rating to the benchmark
where a rating is considered “similar” if it is within the margin of error; “above,” “below,” “more”
or “less” if the difference between your jurisdiction’s rating and the benchmark is greater the
margin of error; and “much above,” “much below,” “much more” or “much less” if the difference
between your jurisdiction’s rating and the benchmark is more than twice the margin of error.
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SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Office of the City Auditor

Sharon W. Erickson, City Auditor

September 2011
Dear City of San José Resident:

The City of San Jose wants to know what you think about our community and City government. You have
been randomly selected to participate in San José’s 2011 Citizen Survey.

En este documento la Ciudad le de a usted una oportunidad importante para decirnos lo que piensa de los
servicios de la Ciudad, y su opinion de la calidad de vida aqui en San José. Se seleccion6 su hogar al azar
para participar en esta encuesta. Si usted no puede hacer la encuesta incluida en inglés por favor llamenos al
ndmero (408) 535-1232 para pedir una cépia de la encuesta en espaiol. Todos sus respuestas se quedaran
completamente anonimos. jDeseamos sus opiniones! Favor de entregar la encuesta en el sobre adjunto, lo
cudl esta con franqueo pagado. Muchas gracias.

Thanh Phé San Jose mudn biét quy vi nght gi v& cong ddng va chanh quyén thanh phé. Gia dinh clia quy vi
dwoc chon nglu nhién dé tham gia vao Ban Khao Sat Cong Dan 2011 clia San Jose. Thanh Phd mudn cho
quy vi ¢ co' hi chia sé v&i chiing toi cam nght vé cac dich vu cung clp va y. kién clia quy vi vé& mirc do
d&i sbéng tai San Jose. Cau tra |&i clia quy vi sé gitp cho Hoi Déng Thanh Phé 4y nhwng quyét dinh anh
hwéng dén cong ddng ching ta. Quy vi sé thay nhirng cau hdi nay rat tha vi va chéc chan cau tra 167 clia
quy vi s& rat hteu ich. Xin hay tham gia! Néu quy vi khong thé didn ban khao sat bang tiéng Anh trong tap
tai liéu, xin goi cho chting tdi theo sb (408) 535-1217 dé lay ban khao sat tiéng Viét. Quy vi s& nhan ban
kh&o sat va bao thw da trd cuwdc phi dé géi lai cho ching toi. TAt ca cau trd 1&i cla quy vi s& hoan toan an
danh. Xin gitip chiing tdi thay dbi twong lai cia San José. Cam on quy vi da danh thdi gian tham gia

Please take a few minutes to fill out the enclosed Citizen Survey. Your answers will help the San José City
Council make decisions that affect our community. You should find the questions interesting and we will
definitely find your answers useful. Please participate!

To get a representative sample of San José residents, the adult (anyone 18 years or older) in your household
who most recently had a birthday should complete this survey. Year of birth of the adult does not matter.

Please have the appropriate member of the household spend the few minutes to answer all the questions and
return the survey in the enclosed postage-paid envelope. Your responses will remain completely
anonymous.

Your participation in this survey is very important — especially since your household is one of only a small
number of households being surveyed. If you have any questions about the Citizen Survey please call
(408) 535-1250.

Please help us shape the future of San José. Thank you for your time and participation.

Sincerely,

s (0. Ench
Sharon W. Erickson
City Auditor

200 E. Santa Clara Street, San José, CA 95113
Telephone: (408) 535-1250  Fax: (408)292-6071 Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/auditor/

The City of San José 2011 Citizen Survey

Please complete this questionnaire if you are the adult (age 18 or older) in the household who most recently had

a birthday. The adult's year of birth does not matter. Please select the response (by circling the number or
checking the box) that most closely represents your opinion for each question. Your responses are anonymous
and will be reported in group form only.

1. Please rate each of the following aspects of quality of life in San José:

Excellent  Good Fair Poor __Don't know
San José as a place to live . et 1 2 3 4 5
Your neighborhood as a place to lxve 1 2 3 4 5
San José as a place to raise children ..o, 1 2 3 4 5
San José as a place to work 1 2 3 4 5
San José as a place to retire. PN 1 2 3 4 5
The overall quality of life in San Jose 1 2 3 4 5
2. Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to San José as a whole:
Excellent  Good Fair Poor __Don't know
Sense of community.. 1 2 3 4 5

Openness and acceptance of the community toward people of

diverse backgrounds 2 3 4 5
Overall appearance of San José... 2 3 4 5
Cleanliness of San José 2 3 4 5
Overall quality of new development in San José 2 3 4 5
Variety of housing options 2 3 4 5
Overall quality of business and service establishments in San José........... 1 2 3 4 5
Shopping opportunities 1 2 3 4 5
Opportunities to attend cultural activities.............ccooveerererieiiinineene. 1 2 3 4 5
Recreational opportunities 1 2 3 4 5
Employment opportunities........... | 2 3 4 5
Educational opportunities 1 2 3 4 5
Opportunities to participate in social events and activities ....................... 1 2 3 4 5
Opportunities to participate in religious or spiritual events

and activities 2 3 4 5
Opportunities to volunteer......... 2 3 4 5
Opportunities to participate in community matters 2 3 4 5
Ease of car travel in San José 2 3 4 5
Ease of bus travel in San José 2 3 4 5
Ease of rail travel in San José.. 2 3 4 5
Ease of bicycle travel in San José 2 3 4 5
Ease of walking in San JOSE ........ooeueiririeiiieieeeeiceeeee e 1 2 3 4 5
Availability of paths and walking trails 1 2 3 4 5
Traffic flow 0N MaJOr SIEEtS.......ccveieiieiiiiiiieeeeeee e 1 2 3 4 5
Amount of public parking 1 2 3 4 5
Availability of affordable quality housing ..........cccovueueireeriniicceeee 1 2 3 4 5
Availability of affordable quality child care 1 2 3 4 5
Availability of affordable quality health care ...........ccccooeniiiiinininn. 1 2 3 4 5
Availability of affordable quality food 2 3 4 5
Air quality.. 2 3 4 5
Quality of overall natural enwronment in San Jose 2 3 4 5
Overall image or reputation of San José ... 2 3 4 5

3. Please rate the speed of growth in the following categories in San José over the past 2 years:
Much Somewhat Right Somewhat  Much Don't
too slow too slow amount too fast too fast know
Population growth ... . 1 2 3 4 5 6
Retail growth (stores, restaurants, etc) ............................ 1 2 3 4 5 6
Jobs growth 1 2 3 4 5 6
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Q Several times a week
Q Several times a month
QO Less than several times a month

To what degree, if at all, are run down buildings, weed lots or junk vehicles a problem in San José? 13. Please rate the quality of each of the following services in San José:
O Not a problem QO Minor problem O Moderate problem QO Major problem QO Don't know Excellent _Good Fair Poor __Don't know
L. . Police services.............. . . e 1 2 3 4 5
Please rate how safe or unsafe you feel from the following in San José: e Saites 1 5 3 4 5
Very Somewhat  Neither safe  Somewhat  Very Don't Ambul dical . 1 2 3 4 5
safe safe nor unsafe unsafe unsafe know Cn’] ulance or emergency medical services ] 2 3 4 5
Violent crime (e.g., rape, assault, robbery) .. 1 2 3 4 5 6 F,"me prevelntlon ed : 1 p 3 4 s
Property crimes (e.g., burglary, theft)........... 1 2 3 4 5 6 Tlre}fprevefntlon and education : - 5 3
Environmental hazards, including toxic waste 2 3 4 5 6 raffic en qrcement 1 4 5
Street repair 2 3 4 5
Please rate how safe or unsafe you feel: Street cleaning 2 3 4 5
Very Somewhat  Neither safe  Somewhat ~ Very Don't Street lighting 2 3 4 5
_ i safe safe nor unsafe unsafe unsafe know Sidewalk maintenance 1 2 3 4 5
In your nefghborhood during the day......cccoeveeninecinne 1 2 3 4 5 6 Traffic signal timing ..... 1 2 3 4 5
In your ne,llghborhood after dark : 1 2 3 4 5 6 BUs or'transit services, 1 9 3 4 5
In San Jose}-‘s downtown area during the day 1 2 3 4 5 6 Garbage collection 1 2 3 4 5
In San José's downtown area after dark ... 1 2 3 4 5 6 Recycling 1 2 3 4 5
Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of San José Police Department within the Yard Waste PICk-Up ... 1 2 3 4 5
last 12 months? Storm drainage. .. 1 2 3 4 5
Q No =2 Go to Question 9 QO Yes = Go to Question 8 Q Don't know = Go to Question 9 Drinking water. B T T T P T T S U TPy 1 2 3 4 5
. ) . 3 ) Sewer services 1 2 3 4 5
8. What was your overall impression of your most recent contact with the City of San José Police Department? City parks... . 2 3 4 5
O Excellent O Good QO Fair Q Poor O Don't know Recreation programs or classes 9 3 4 5
During the past 12 months, were you or anyone in your household the victim of any crime? Recreation centers or facilitigc 2 3 4 5
O No = Go to Question 11 O Yes 2 Go to Question 10 O Don't know 2 Go to Question 11 Land use, planning and zoning 2 3 4 5
L. . - Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc.) 2 3 4 5
10. If yes, was this crime (these crimes) reported to the police? ) Animal control 2 3 4 5
O No O Yes Q Don’t know Economic development 2 3 4 5
. In the last 12 months, about how many times, if ever, have you or other household members participated in the Sewices to senior. 2 3 4 5
following activities in San José? Services to youth........ 2 3 4 5
Onceor 3to12 13to26 More than Services to low-income people 2 3 4 5
Never twice times times 26 times Public library services 2 3 4 5
Used San José public libraries or their services...........ccoccoevvuevecineceennne. 1 2 3 4 5 Public information services 2 3 4 5
Used San José recreation centers 1 2 3 4 5 Emergency preparedness (services that prepare the community for
Participated in a recreation program or aCtivity ...........cccceeveeererenereenne 1 2 3 4 5 natural disasters or other emergency situations) ...............cccceeeveeeneneee 1 2 3 4 5
Visited a neighborhood park or City park 1 2 3 4 5 Preservation of natural areas such as open space, farmlands and
Ridden a local bus within San José . et 1 2 3 4 5 ) greenbelts 2 3 4 5
Attended a meeting of local elected officials or other local public £ Graffiti removal........... 2 3 4 5
meeting 1 2 3 4 5 5 Gang prevention efforts, 2 3 4 5
Watched a meeting of local elected officials or other City-sponsored é Street tree maintenance 2 3 4 5
public meeting on cable television, the Internet or other media............ 1 2 3 4 5 5 Building permit services 2 3 4 5
itedithel@iylofSanlioselW el el atyivsan|oseeazov)E Z E d 2 g 14. Overall, how would you rate the quality of the services provided by each of the following?
Recycled used paper, cans or bottles from your home 2 3 4 5 & . ,
N o . = Excellent Good Fair Poor _Don't know
Volunteered your time to some group or activity in San José 2 3 4 5 ] - p
L R o . S b s The City Of SAN JOSE ..vvieeeeiiieieiiete e 1 2 3 4 5
gart!qpateg !n relllglgus or s'plrltua[ a.ClI;/I[IES |nr San José ; ; 4 5 § el — ] 2 3 4 5
art'f:c"pzti Im ac Lfl 2 Ordcmc grohubp in San José 4 5 = The State Government .. . e ———— 1 2 3 4 5
Provided help to a friend or neighbor 2 3 4 5 S Santa Clara County Government 1 2 3 4 5
. About how often, if at all, do you talk to or visit with your i diate neighbors (people who live in the 10 or 20 g
households that are closest to you)? o
Q Just about every day .
E
3
g
6
=
s
K
z
2
=
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21.

22.

23.

24.

. Please indicate how likely or unlikely you are to do each of the following:

Very Somewhat ~ Somewhat Very Don’t

likely likely unlikely unlikely know
Recommend living in San José to someone who ask 1 2 3 4 5
Remain in San José for the next five years 1 2 3 4 5

. What impact, if any, do you think the economy will have on your family income in the next 6 months? Do you think

the impact will be:

Q Very positive O Somewhat positive O Neutral O Somewhat negative QO Very negative

. Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of San José Fire Department within the last

12 months?
QO No = Go to Question 19

18. What was your overall impression of your most recent contact with the City of San José Fire Department?
QO Excellent QO Good QO Fair Q Poor QO Don't know

Q Yes & Go to Question 18 QO Don’t know 2 Go to Question 19

. Have you had any in-person, phone or email contact with an employee of the City of San José within the last 12 months

(including police, receptionists, planners or any others)?
O No = Go to Question 21 QO Yes = Go to Question 20

20. What was your impression of the employee(s) of the City of San José in your most recent contact? (Rate each
characteristic below.)

Excellent  Good Fair Poor __Don't know
Knowledge. . . . ettt 1 2 3 4 5
Responsiveness 1 2 3 4 5
Courtesy .... | 2 3 4 5
Overall impression 1 2 3 4 5
Please rate the following categories of San José government performance:

Excellent Good Fair Poor __Don't know
The value of services for the taxes paid to San JOSé .........ccccceeevirieviennnen. 1 2 3 4
The overall direction that San José is taking. 1 2 3 4 5
The job San José government does at welcoming citizen involvement ..... 1 2 3 4 5
Please rate the following aspects of Mineta San José International Airport:

Excellent  Good Fair Poor __Don't know
Overall ease of using Mineta San José International Airport. 1 2 3 4 5
Availability of flights at Mineta San José International Airport.. 2 3 4 5

Do you have water-saving fixtures such as low-flow shower heads and low-flush toilets in your home?
O No QO Yes O Don't know

How important, if at all, is it for you to conserve water in your home?
Q Essential

QO Very important

O Somewhat important

QO Not at all important
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The City of San José 2011 Citizen Survey

Our last questions are about you and your household. Again, all of your responses to this survey are completely
anonymous and will be reported in group form only.

D1.

D3.

D

Y

D

53]

Dé6.

D7.

Are you currently employed for pay?
O No = Go to Question D3

QO Yes, full time = Go to Question D2
Q Yes, part time = Go to Question D2

D2. During a typical week, how many days do you
commute to work (for the longest distance of
your commute) in each of the ways listed below?
(Enter the total number of days, using whole

numbers.)
Motorized vehicle (e.g., car, truck, van,
motorcycle, etc.) by myself ............ days

Motorized vehicle (e.g., car, truck, van,
motorcycle, etc.) with other

children or adults ..........cccccceuennenee. days
Bus, rail or other public

transPOrtation ...........ceeevevevrereeecnee days
Walk .. . days
Bicycle. . days
Work at home ......cccceevveeeveeeecenne days
Other .. . . days

How many years have you lived in San José?
O Less than 2 years O 11-20 years

Q 2-5 years O More than 20 years
Q 6-10 years

. Which best describes the building you live in?

QO One family house detached from any other houses

O House attached to one or more houses (e.g., a
duplex or townhome)

QO Building with two or more apartments or
condominiums

O Mobile home

Q Other

. Is this house, apartment or mobile home...

QO Rented for cash or occupied without cash payment?
Q Owned by you or someone in this house with a
mortgage or free and clear?

About how much is your monthly housing cost for
the place you live (including rent, mortgage payment,
property tax, property insurance and homeowners’
association (HOA) fees)?

QO Less than $300 per month

QO $300 to $599 per month

Q $600 to $999 per month

Q $1,000 to $1,499 per month

O $1,500 to $2,499 per month

QO $2,500 or more per month

. Do any children 17 or under live in your household?

QO No O Yes

D8.

D9.

Are you or any other s of your hc Id aged
65 or older?
O No Q Yes

How much do you anticipate your household's total
income before taxes will be for the current year?
(Please include in your total income money from all
sources for all persons living in your household.)

Q Less than $24,999

Q $25,000 to $49,999

O $50,000 to $99,999

QO $100,000 to $149,999

Q $150,000 or more

Please respond to both questions D10 and D11:

D10. Are you Spanish, Hispanic or Latino?
O No, not Spanish, Hispanic or Latino
QO Yes, | consider myself to be Spanish, Hispanic
or Latino

D11. What is your race? (Mark one or more races to
indicate what race you consider yourself to be.)
O American Indian or Alaskan Native
O Asian, Asian Indian or Pacific Islander
Q Black or African American
O White
QO Other

D12. In which category is your age?

QO 18-24 years
QO 25-34 years
O 35-44 years
QO 45-54 years

Q 55-64 years
Q 65-74 years
Q 75 years or older

D13. What is your sex?

QO Female Q Male

D14. Are you registered to vote in your jurisdiction?

O No
O Yes

Q Ineligible to vote
QO Don't know

D15. Many people don't have time to vote in elections.

Did you vote in the last general election?
O No Q Ineligible to vote
QO Yes Q Don't know

D16. Do you have a cell phone?

O No QO Yes

D17. Do you have a land line at home?

O No QO Yes

D18. If you have both a cell phone and a land line, which

do you consider your primary telephone number?
Q Cell O Land line O Both

Thank you for completing this survey. Please return the completed survey in the postage-paid envelope to:
National Research Center, Inc., PO Box 549, Belle Mead, NJ 08502
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UNDERSTANDING THE BENGCHMARK
COMPARISONS

COMPARISON DATA
NRC’s database of comparative resident opinion is comprised of resident perspectives gathered in
citizen surveys from approximately 500 jurisdictions whose residents evaluated local government
services and gave their opinion about the quality of community life. The comparison evaluations
are from the most recent survey completed in each jurisdiction; most communities conduct surveys
every year or in alternating years. NRC adds the latest results quickly upon survey completion,
keeping the benchmark data fresh and relevant.

The jurisdictions in the database represent a wide geographic and population range as shown in the
table below.

Jurisdiction Characteristic Percent of Jurisdictions I
Region
West Coast' 16%
West? 21%
North Central West® 1%
North Central East* 13%
South Central® 7%
South® 26%
Northeast West” 2%
Northeast East® 4%
Population
Less than 40,000 45%
40,000 to 74,999 20%
75,000 to 149,000 17%
150,000 or more 19%

' Alaska, Washington, Oregon, California, Hawaii

2 Montana, ldaho, Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, Nevada, Arizona, New Mexico

3 North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas, lowa, Missouri, Minnesota

“1llinois, Indiana, Ohio, Michigan, Wisconsin

% Oklahoma, Texas, Louisiana, Arkansas

¢ West Virginia, Virginia, Kentucky, Tennessee, Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, Florida, South Carolina, North Carolina, Maryland,
Delaware, Washington DC

7 New York, Pennsylvania, New Jersey

8 Connecticut, Rhode Island, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Vermont, Maine

The National Citizen Survey™
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PUTTING EVALUATIONS ONTO THE 100-POINT SCALE

Although responses to many of the evaluative questions were made on a four point scale with 1
representing the best rating and 4 the worst, the benchmarks are reported on a common scale
where 0 is the worst possible rating and 100 is the best possible rating. The 95 percent confidence
interval around an average score on the 100-point scale is no greater than plus or minus four points
based on all respondents.

The 100-point scale is not a percent. It is a conversion of responses to an average rating. Each
response option is assigned a value that is used in calculating the average score. For example,
“excellent” =100, “good” =67, “fair” =33 and “poor” =0. If everyone reported “excellent,” then the
average rating would be 100 on the 100-point scale. Likewise, if all respondents gave a “poor”, the
result would be 0 on the 100-point scale. If half the respondents gave a score of “excellent” and
half gave a score of “poor,” the average would be in the middle of the scale (like the center post of
a teeter totter) between “fair” and “good.” An example of how to convert survey frequencies into an
average rating appears below.

Example of Converting Responses to the 100-point Scale

How do you rate the community as a place to live?
Total Step 2: Step 4: Sum
Total with | Step1: Remove the without Assign Step 3: Multiply to calculate
Response “don’t percent of “don’t “don’t scale the percent by the average
option know” know” responses know” values the scale value rating
Excellent 36% =36+(100-5)= 38% 100 =38% x 100 = 38
Good 42% =42+(100-5)= 44% 67 =44% x 67 = 30
Fair 12% =12+(100-5) = 13% 33 =13% x 33 = 4
Poor 5% =5+(100-5)= 5% 0 =5%x0 = 0
Don’t know 5% -
Total 100% 100% 72
How do you rate the community as a place to live?
5% 13% 44% 38%
| | | |
I I I 1
0 33 67 72 100
Poor Fair Good Excellent

The National Citizen Survey™
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INTERPRETING THE RESULTS

Average ratings are compared when similar questions are included in NRC's database, and there
are at least five jurisdictions in which the question was asked. Where comparisons are available,
three numbers are provided in the table. The first column is your jurisdiction’s rating on the 100-
point scale. The second column is the rank assigned to your jurisdiction’s rating among
jurisdictions where a similar question was asked. The third column is the number of jurisdictions
that asked a similar question. The final column shows the comparison of your jurisdiction’s average
rating to the benchmark.

Where comparisons for quality ratings were available, the City of San José’s results were generally
noted as being “above” the benchmark, “below” the benchmark or “similar” to the benchmark. For
some questions — those related to resident behavior, circumstance or to a local problem — the
comparison to the benchmark is designated as “more,” “similar” or “less” (for example, the percent
of crime victims, residents visiting a park or residents identifying code enforcement as a problem.)
In instances where ratings are considerably higher or lower than the benchmark, these ratings have
been further demarcated by the attribute of “much,” (for example, “much less” or “much above”).
These labels come from a statistical comparison of the City of San José's rating to the benchmark
where a rating is considered “similar” if it is within the margin of error; “above,” “below,” “more”
or “less” if the difference between your jurisdiction’s rating and the benchmark is greater the
margin of error; and “much above,” “much below,” “much more” or “much less” if the difference
between your jurisdiction’s rating and the benchmark is more than twice the margin of error.

This report contains benchmarks at the national level.

The National Citizen Survey™
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NATIONAL

BENCHMARK COMPARISONS

Overall Community Quality Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to

average rating | Rank Comparison benchmark
Overall quality of life in San José 55 299 338 Much below
Your neighborhood as place to live 58 229 254 Much below
San José as a place to live 62 237 295 Much below
Recommend living in San José to
someone who asks 64 146 166 Much below
Remain in San José for the next five
years 77 79 166 Similar

Community Transportation Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to

rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Ease of car travel in San José 40 221 240 Much below
Ease of bus travel in San José 47 78 176 Similar
Ease of rail travel in San José 49 26 49 Similar
Ease of bicycle travel in San
José 41 162 238 Below
Ease of walking in San José 46 188 243 Much below
Availability of paths and
walking trails 44 121 161 Much below
Traffic flow on major streets 29 189 201 Much below

Frequency of Bus Use Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Ridden a local bus within
San José 42 23 150 Much more

Drive Alone Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions Comparison to
average rating | Rank for Comparison benchmark
Average percent of work commute
trips made by driving alone 76 86 156 Similar

The National Citizen Survey™
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Transportation and Parking Services Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to

rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Street repair 29 299 334 Much below
Street cleaning 44 215 250 Much below
Street lighting 45 226 261 Much below
Sidewalk maintenance 39 193 229 Much below
Traffic signal timing 41 172 200 Below
Bus or transit services 49 110 188 Similar
Amount of public
parking 38 156 184 Much below

Housing Characteristics Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Availability of affordable
quality housing 27 224 256 Much below
Variety of housing options 46 121 153 Below

Housing Costs Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions
average rating  Rank for Comparison

Comparison to
benchmark

Experiencing housing costs stress
(housing costs 30% or MORE of income) 59 2 162

Much more

Built Environment Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for

Comparison to

rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Quality of new development
in San José 52 123 224 Similar
Overall appearance of San
José 51 202 270 Much below

Population Growth Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Population growth seen as
too fast 63 33 217 Much more

The National Citizen Survey™
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Nuisance Problems Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions Comparison to
average rating = Rank for Comparison benchmark
Run down buildings, weed lots and junk
vehicles seen as a "major" problem 11 101 218 Similar

Planning and Community Code Enforcement Services Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
average rating  Rank Comparison benchmark
Land use, planning and zoning 40 174 251 Below
Code enforcement (weeds,
abandoned buildings, etc.) 35 242 294 Much below
Animal control 47 203 257 Below

Economic Sustainability and Opportunities Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions
average rating  Rank for Comparison

Comparison to
benchmark

Employment opportunities 43 68 248 Much above
Shopping opportunities 67 31 245 Much above
San José as a place to work 56 105 263 Above
Overall quality of business and service

establishments in San José 55 88 152 Similar

Economic Development Services Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Economic
development 38 184 238 Below

Job and Retail Growth Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Retail growth seen as
too slow 25 154 216 Much less
Jobs growth seen as too
slow 81 83 219 More

Personal Economic Future Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Positive impact of economy on
household income 16 100 211 Similar

The National Citizen Survey™
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Community and Personal Public Safety Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
In your neighborhood during the
day 81 234 269 Below
In your neighborhood after dark 62 226 266 Much below
In San José's downtown area
during the day 70 228 239 Much below
In San José's downtown area
after dark 35 237 247 Much below
Violent crime (e.g., rape, assault,
robbery) 55 227 246 Much below
Property crimes (e.g., burglary,
theft) 48 217 246 Much below
Environmental hazards,
including toxic waste 65 148 163 Much below
Crime Victimization and Reporting Benchmarks
San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Victim of crime 12 110 216 Similar
Reported
crimes 71 169 215 Much less
Public Safety Services Benchmarks
San José Number of
average Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Police services 56 295 323 Much below
Fire services 70 251 272 Below
Ambulance or emergency medical services 71 206 271 Below
Crime prevention 43 248 271 Much below
Fire prevention and education 53 215 223 Much below
Traffic enforcement 49 262 288 Much below
Emergency preparedness (services that prepare
the community for natural disasters or other
emergency situations) 39 168 173 Much below

The National Citizen Survey™
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Contact with Police and Fire Departments Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions Comparison to

average rating = Rank for Comparison benchmark
Had contact with the City of San José
Police Department 28 44 46 Much less
Overall impression of most recent contact
with the City of San José Police Department 56 53 57 Much below
Had contact with the City of San José Fire
Department 15 13 37 Similar
Overall impression of most recent contact
with the City of San José Fire Department 62 41 42 Much below

Community Environment Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions Comparison to

average rating  Rank for Comparison benchmark
Cleanliness of San José 49 140 163 Much below
Quality of overall natural environment in
San José 46 152 160 Much below
Preservation of natural areas such as
open space, farmlands and greenbelts 42 143 159 Much below
Air quality 46 176 197 Much below

Frequency of Recycling Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Recycled used paper, cans or
bottles from your home 96 19 203 Much more

Utility Services Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Sewer services 54 213 241 Much below
Drinking water 48 191 238 Much below
Storm drainage 50 179 276 Similar
Yard waste pick-
up 64 112 198 Similar
Recycling 66 151 264 Similar
Garbage
collection 63 245 281 Below
Community Recreational Opportunities Benchmarks
San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Recreation
opportunities 53 163 253 Below

The National Citizen Survey™
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Participation in Parks and Recreation Opportunities Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Used San José recreation centers 49 140 176 Much less
Participated in a recreation
program or activity 39 172 206 Much less
Visited a neighborhood park or
City park 86 108 212 Similar

Parks and Recreation Services Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
City parks 58 235 261 Much below
Recreation programs or
classes 50 254 272 Much below
Recreation centers or
facilities 50 200 222 Much below

Cultural and Educational Opportunities Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Opportunities to attend
cultural activities 60 63 254 Much above
Educational opportunities 52 137 213 Below

Participation in Cultural and Educational Opportunities Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
average rating  Rank Comparison benchmark
Used San José public libraries or
their services 74 79 187 Similar
Participated in religious or spiritual
activities in San José 49 74 111 Similar

Cultural and Educational Services Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Public library
services 62 230 253 Much below

The National Citizen Survey™
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Community Health and Wellness Access and Opportunities Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Availability of affordable
quality health care 35 193 210 Much below
Availability of affordable
quality food 51 121 152 Below
Community Quality and Inclusiveness Benchmarks
San José Number of Jurisdictions Comparison to
average rating = Rank for Comparison benchmark
Sense of community 41 249 256 Much below
Openness and acceptance of the
community toward people of diverse
backgrounds 59 86 230 Similar
Availability of affordable quality child care 28 193 203 Much below
San José as a place to raise kids 52 255 291 Much below
San José as a place to retire 31 277 280 Much below

Services Provided for Population Subgroups Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Services to seniors 50 204 254 Much below
Services to youth 39 204 234 Much below
Services to low income
people 46 95 207 Similar
Civic E Opportunities Benchmarks
San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Opportunities to participate in
community matters 52 112 155 Below
Opportunities to volunteer 64 80 157 Similar

The National Citizen Survey™
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Participation in Civic Engagement Opportunities Benchmarks

San José Number of
average Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark

Attended a meeting of local elected officials or
other local public meeting 18 201 214 Much less
Watched a meeting of local elected officials or
other public meeting on cable television, the
Internet or other media 27 148 171 Much less
Volunteered your time to some group or activity
in San José 37 151 215 Much less
Participated in a club or civic group in San José 27 83 132 Similar
Provided help to a friend or neighbor 94 75 130 Similar

Voter Behavior Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Registered to vote 69 217 222 Much less
Voted in last general
election 66 183 221 Much less

Use of Information Sources Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for
rating Rank Comparison

Comparison to
benchmark

Visited the City of San José
Web site 58 95 153

Similar

Local Government Media Services and Information Dissemination Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for
rating Rank Comparison

Comparison to
benchmark

Public information
services 47 221 243

Much below

Social Engagement Opportunities Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions Comparison to
average rating ~ Rank for Comparison benchmark
Opportunities to participate in social
events and activities 54 97 156 Similar
Opportunities to participate in religious
or spiritual events and activities 60 109 126 Below

The National Citizen Survey™
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Contact with Immediate Neighbors Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
average rating  Rank Comparison benchmark
Has contact with neighbors at least
several times per week 38 139 148 Much less

Public Trust Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions Comparison to

average rating = Rank for Comparison benchmark
Value of services for the taxes paid to
San José 35 290 306 Much below
The overall direction that San José is
taking 39 238 267 Much below
Job San José government does at
welcoming citizen involvement 42 214 275 Below
Overall image or reputation of San
José 50 190 251 Much below

Services Provided by Local, State and Federal Governments Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to

average rating | Rank Comparison benchmark
Services provided by the City of
San José 47 307 330 Much below
Services provided by the Federal
Government 39 158 226 Similar
Services provided by the State
Government 35 204 227 Much below
Services provided by Santa Clara
County Government 45 107 143 Below

Contact with City Employees Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
average rating  Rank Comparison benchmark
Had contact with City employee(s)
in last 12 months 32 241 245 Much less

Perceptions of City Employees (Among Those Who Had Contact) Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Knowledge 63 241 274 Below
Responsiveness 55 267 274 Much below
Courteousness 58 226 231 Much below
Overall
impression 54 292 302 Much below

The National Citizen Survey™
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JURISDICTIONS INCLUDED IN NATIONAL BENCHMARK COMPARISONS

Valdez, AK 3,976
Auburn, AL 53,380
Gulf Shores, AL

Tuskegee, AL
Vestavia Hills, AL
Fayetteville, AR
Little Rock, AR ...
Avondale, A
Casa Grande, AZ........ccccouveieeienenieeeeeeees
Chandler, AZ
Cococino County, AZ ..
Dewey-Humboldt, AZ .
Flagstaff, AZ
Florence, AZ
Gilbert, A 208,453
Goodyear, AZ 65,275
Green Valley, AZ ..o
Kingman, AZ

Marana, A.

Maricopa County, AZ ..

Mesa, AZ 439,041
Peoria, A 154,065
Phoenix, AZ 1,445,632
Pinal County, AZ 375,770
Prescott Valley, AZ ..38,822
Queen Creek, A 26,361
Scottsdale, AZ ......cceeeriiiiirieeieeieeeeens 217,385
Sedona, AZ 10,031
Surprise, AZ 117,517
Tempe, AZ 161,719
Yuma, A. 93,064
Yuma County, AZ . 195,751

Apple Valley, CA
Benicia, CA
Brea, CA
Brisbane, CA
Burlingame, CA .......c.ccooiiiiiiiccecce

Carlsbad, CA 105,328
Chula Vista, CA ....coovrueieiiecirrceeecceene 243,916
Concord, CA 122,067
Coronado, CA 18,912
Cupertino, CA 58,302
Davis, CA 65,622
Del Mar, CA 4,161
Dublin, CA 46,036
El Cerrito, CA 23,549
Elk Grove, CA ....c.ooviiiiiieieeeeeeee 153,015
Galt, CA 23,647
La Mesa, CA 57,065
Laguna Beach, CA.........cccccvueuiiiiivininiiniine 22,723
Livermore, CA 80,968
Lodi, CA 62,134
Long Beach, CA .......ccocoviiniiiiiiiiiice 462,257

Lynwood, CA
Menlo Park, CA .
Mission Viejo, CA.

Mountain View, CA
Newport Beach, CA.
Palm Springs, CA.....
Palo Alto, CA

Poway, CA
Rancho Cordova, CA.......ccccceoiieniiiniiieies 64,776
Richmond, CA 103,701

San Diego, CA...
San Francisco, CA.
San Luis Obispo County, CA
San Mateo, CA
San Rafael, CA
Santa Monica, CA.......
South Lake Tahoe, CA
Stockton, CA

1,307,402

Sunnyvale, CA 140,081
Temecula, CA 100,097
Thousand Oaks, CA......c.cceviviiiineiniieie 126,683

Visalia, CA 124,442
Walnut Creek, CA ... .

Adams County, CO .
Arapahoe County, CO
Archuleta County, CO

Arvada, CO 106,433
Aspen, CO 6,658
Aurora, CO 325,078
Boulder, CO 97,385

Boulder County, CO
Breckenridge, CO.
Broomfield, CO....
Centennial, CO
Clear Creek County, CO
Colorado Springs, CO
Commerce City, CO...

294,567

Craig, CO

Crested Butte, CO ...ovevenireiieieieeereieeeeieieieienene
Denver, CO 600,158
Douglas County, CO ......ccccovuvuvucuciiiiniininne 285,465
Durango, CO 16,887

Eagle County, CO....coovumiiiiicccccieees
Edgewater, CO
El Paso County, CO.
Englewood, CO....

Estes Park, CO

Fort Collins, CO ...ovvvieirieieieeeceeieeeeeine 143,986
Frisco, CO 2,683
Fruita, CO 12,646
Georgetown, CO ... 1,034
Gilpin County, CO ....ccoveeieiirieireieeeeeenenne 5,441
Golden, CO 18,867
Grand County, CO ..c.cvveviriiieirieieieieieereesens 14,843
Greenwood Village, CO .. 13,925

Gunnison County, CO
Highlands Ranch, CO.
Hot Sulphur Springs, CO
Hudson, CO

The National Citizen Survey™
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Jackson County, CO....ccovevivevinrreereieeeireeeeenens 1,394
Jefferson County, CO ......ccocueuriinininininiinee 534,543
Lafayette, CO 24,453
Lakew0od, CO......covvvierrieriirirciinirireeeeeenes 142,980
Larimer County, CO.......ccccoouviiiiiiiiiiicii 299,630
Lone Tree, CO 10,218
Longmont, CO 86,270
Louisville, CO 18,376
Loveland, CO 66,859
Mesa County, CO .....ccceovveieiiiiiiiieiceee 146,723

Montrose, CO
Northglenn, CO.
Park County, CO

Parker, CO

Pitkin County, CO.....ccoovevirrrrerreererenereireeieaenens 17,148
Pueblo, CO 106,595
Salida, CO 5,236
Steamboat Springs, CO .....ccocevveereeerereirerirrrnenn 12,088
Sterling, CO 14,777

Summit County, CO .
Teller County, CO
Thornton, CO ...
Westminster, CO
Wheat Ridge, CO
Windsor, CO

Coventry, CT 2,990
Hartford, CT 124,775
Dover, DE 36,047

Rehoboth Beach, DE.
Belleair Beach, FL.
Brevard County, FL

Cape Coral, FL... 154,305
Charlotte County, FL. 159,978
Clearwater, FL 107,685
Collier County, FL....ccooveivirieirieiriereieiereeiens 321,520
Cooper City, FL 28,547
Coral Springs, FL......cccoceiiinininininiiiniciciciens 121,096
Dania Beach, FL 29,639

Daytona Beach, FL
Delray Beach, FL.
Destin, FL
Escambia County, FL.....covvriiiriecciininiinnns 297,619
Eustis, FL
Gainesville, FL
Hillsborough County, FL.

Jupiter, FL 55,156
Kissimmee, FL 59,682
Lee County, FL.....cocoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiccce 618,754

Martin County, FL
Miami Beach, FL
North Palm Beach, Fi
Oakland Park, FL .....ccccoovviirieieiereiecieceien
Ocala, FL
Oldsmar, FL
Oviedo, FL
Palm Bay, FL
Palm Beach County, FL...
Palm Beach Gardens, FL. 48,452
Palm Coast, FL 75,180
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Panama City, FL
Pasco County, FL..
Pinellas County, FL
Pinellas Park, FL ...
Port Orange, FL.

Port St. Lucie, FL

Sanford, FL
Sarasota, FL
Seminole, FL
South Daytona, FL....c.ccccuerieirierricreicieinirins
St. Cloud, FL
Tallahassee, FL ..
Titusville, FL
Volusia County, FL
Walton County, FL ..
Winter Garden, FL...
Winter Park, FL
Albany, GA
Alpharetta, GA ..
Cartersville, GA.
Conyers, GA
Decatur, GA
McDonough, GA......cccooueiininiiiiiiiiiiiins
Milton, GA
Peachtree City, GA..
Roswell, GA
Sandy Springs, GA......cocvueuruerrereeeereiennenreennes
Savannah, GA
Smyrna, GA
Snellville, GA
Suwanee, GA
Valdosta, GA
Honolulu, HI
Ames, |1A
Ankeny, IA
Bettendorf, IA
Cedar Falls, IA
Cedar Rapids, IA... .
Davenport, IA 99,685

Des Moines, 1A ..o 203,433
Indianola, IA 14,782
Muscatine, 1A 22,886
Urbandale, IA 39,463
West Des Moines, IA..

Boise, ID 205,671
Jerome, ID 10,890
Meridian, ID 75,092
Moscow, ID 23,800
Post Falls, ID 27,574
Twin Falls, ID 44,125
Batavia, IL 26,045
Bloomington, IL 76,610
Centralia, IL 13,032
Collinsville, IL 25,579
Crystal Lake, IL ...c.cociiinininiiiiiicicciccciiiis 40,743
DeKalb, IL 43,862
Elmhurst, IL 44121
Evanston, IL 74,486
Freeport, IL 25,638

The National Citizen Survey™
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Concord, NC

Davidson, NC

High Point, NC.....coocoovvvvivieinnnes

City of San José | 2011

Hillsborough, NC
Indian Trail, NC.
Kannapolis, NC..

Mecklenburg County, NC

Mooresville, NC....

79,066 MceMinnville, OR....c.covviieirieirerecccieieres 32,187

10,944 Medford, OR 74,907

.................... 104,371 Multnomah County, OR.......ccecveveerereennnnn. 735,334
6,087 Portland, OR 583,776

Springfield, OR 59,403

Tualatin, OR 26,054

Cumberland County, PA.

Wake Forest, NC

Wilmington, NC .......ccccccovverunenn

Wahpeton, ND

.................... y Philadelphia, PA...

Kutztown Borough, PA

State College, PA

Cedar Creek, NE

East Providence, RI..

Borough of Ebensburg, PA.

...3,351

Grand Island, NE ..o Newport, RI
La Vista, NE Rock Hill, SC
Dover, NH Rapid City, SD

Lebanon, NH

Sioux Falls, SD ..

Alamogordo, NM........cceeueiereueereiennnnns
Albuquerque, NM......ccccccvvvrnnn

Bloomfield, NM

.................... 545,852 Johnson City, TN

Cookeville, TN ..

8,112 Nashville, TN .

Farmington, NM

Los Alamos County, NM.

Rio Rancho, NM....
San Juan County, NM
Carson City, NV.
Henderson, NV

North Las Vegas, NV.
Reno, NV

5,877 Oak Ridge, TN ..

Sparks, NV

Washoe County, NV.
Canandaigua, NY..
Geneva, NY

7,950 White House, TN . ..10,255
Arlington, TX 365,438
Austin, TX 790,390
Benbrook, TX 21,234
Bryan, TX 76,201
Colleyville, TX 22,807
Corpus Christi, TX c.cvvveveeerreereeeirererreevennenns 305,215
Dallas, TX 1,197,816
Denton, TX 113,383
Duncanville, TX ..oceeveirieiieeieseeeesies s 38,524
El Paso, TX

Gurnee, IL 31,295 Escanaba, Ml

Highland Park, IL......coouviniiiiiiiiiiicns 29,763 Farmington Hills, MlL.......ccccooeiiiiiiinnnnns
Lincolnwood, IL 12,590 Flushing, MI

Lyons, IL 10,729 Gladstone, Ml

Naperville, IL 141,853 Howell, MI

Normal, IL 52,497 Jackson County, Ml ...c.ceiiieirereiereeceienns
Oak Park, IL 51,878 Kalamazoo, Ml

O'Fallon, IL 28,281 Kalamazoo County, M|

Palatine, IL 68,557 Midland, MI

Park Ridge, IL 37,480 Novi, MI

Peoria County, IL.......cccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiics 186,494 Ottawa County, Ml......ccccooviiiiiiiiiiicis 263,801
Riverside, IL 8,875 Petoskey, MI 5,670
Sherman, IL 4,148 Port HUron, Ml ......cocooeieiieiieeeeeeeenn 30,184
Shorewood, IL 15,615 Rochester, MI

Skokie, IL 64,784 Sault Sainte Marie, Ml

Sugar Grove, IL 8,997 South Haven, Ml

Wilmington, IL 5,724 Village of Howard City, MI

Woodridge, IL 32,971 Blue Earth, MN

Fishers, IN 76,794 Carver County, MN .

Munster, IN 23,603 Chanhassen, MN ..

Noblesville, IN 51,969 Dakota County, MN

Abilene, KS 6,844 Duluth, MN

Arkansas City, KS ......ccocoeririnnineiieeeeeen 12,415 Fridley, MN

Fairway, KS 3,882 Hutchinson, MN...

Garden City, KS 26,658 Maple Grove, MN ...

Gardner, KS 19,123 Mayer, MN

Johnson County, KS ......ccceeeiniinirineinieneenns 544,179 Medina, MN

Lawrence, KS 87,643 Minneapolis, MN ....

Merriam, KS 11,003 Olmsted County, MN .

Mission, KS 9,323 Scott County, MN.....

Olathe, KS 125,872 St. Louis County, MN ...

Overland Park, KS. 173,372 Washington County, MN

Roeland Park, KS .. ,731 Woodbury, MN..

Salina, KS 47,707 Blue Springs, MO .

Wichita, KS 382,368 Branson, MO

Bowling Green, KY X Clay County, MO ...c.ccocviiiniinieeeeeeenes

Daviess County, KY 6,656 Clayton, MO 15,939
New Orleans, LA 343,829 Ellisville, MO

Andover, MA
Barnstable, MA ..o

Harrisonville, MO ...
Jefferson City, MO...

Burlington, MA .. Joplin, MO

Cambridge, MA . Lee's Summit, MO.....ccccoviieiiiiiiiiiinciiees
Needham, MA Liberty, MO

Worcester, MA... Maryland Heights, MO........ccocovvereieireiiienns 27,472
Baltimore, MD Maryville, MO 11,972
Baltimore County, MD. X Platte City, MO 4,691
Dorchester County, MD 32,618 Raymore, MO 19,206
Gaithersburg, MD..... Richmond Heights, MO .......cocooviverieiiniinnne 8,603
La Plata, MD Riverside, MO 2,937
Montgomery County, MD Rolla, MO 19,559
Ocean City, MD ... Wentzville, MO.......ccooeiiiiieiiieeee 29,070
Prince George's County, MD .......ccccoovvveirunne 863,420 Starkville, MS 23,888
Rockville, MD 61,209 Billings, MT 104,170
Takoma Park, MD ......c.ccoceiininiincccccins 16,715 Bozeman, MT 37,280
Saco, ME 18,482 Missoula, MT 66,788
Scarborough, ME .......ccceiiivinininieeeeeeeeeeens 4,403 Asheville, NC 83,393
South Portland, ME ..........ccccoeeviiinieiiiiieenes 25,002 Cabarrus County, NC ......c.cevueeinirinirinennne 178,011
Ann Arbor, Ml 113,934 Cary, NC 135,234
Battle Creek, M. 2,347 Charlotte, NC 731,424
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New York City, NY
Ogdensburg, NY
Blue Ash, OH
Del. , OH
Dublin, OH
Kettering, OH
Lebanon, OH
Orange Village, OH......ccccoovivivinrineiiciiicninns
Sandusky, OH
Springboro, OH .
Sylvania Township, OH
Upper Arlington, OH...
Broken Arrow, OK .......ccccvvvevieveeeieieiiieeienns

Edmond, OK 81,405
Norman, OK 110,925
Oklahoma City, OK ...c.cccceeiiriniriririeeeenennn. 579,999
Stillwater, OK 45,688
Tulsa, OK 391,906
Albany, OR 50,158
Ashland, OR 20,078
Bend, OR 76,639
Corvallis, OR 54,462
Eugene, OR 156,185
Forest Grove, OR .......cccceiriiniiniriciicieeies 21,083
Hermiston, OR 16,745
Jackson County, OR......cccccueiinininieinereiereeenes 203,206
Keizer, OR 36,478

Lane County, OR 351,715

649,121

Flower Mound, TX
Fort Worth, TX
Georgetown, TX
Grand Prairie, TX..
Houston, TX ..covvveeieeieieieeeeeee e

Hurst, TX

Hutto, TX

Irving, TX

League City, TX oo
McAllen, TX 129,877
McKinney, T. 131,117
Pasadena, TX 149,043
Plano, T 259,841
Round ROck, TX ...covoieieieiiieieieeeieeeeeeees 99,887
Rowlett, T. 56,199
San Marcos, TX 44,894
Shenandoah, TX ......cccooiieiiiiirieiee e 2,134
Southlake, TX 26,575
Sugar Land, TX .c.ceceierieirerereereeeeeernenns 78,817
Temple, TX 66,102
Tomball, TX 10,753
Westlake, TX 992
Farmington, UT .....c.ccoiiiiiiniiiiiiccecs 18,275
Park City, UT 7,558
Provo, UT 112,488
Riverdale, UT 8,426
Salt Lake City, UT .oooorrooroveeeoeecceseeseseeeeneenes 186,440
Sandy, UT 87,461
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Saratoga Springs, UT ........cccoeeneinciincniiienens
Springville, UT
Washington City, UT ...
Albemarle County, VA.
Arlington County, VA ......ccooinnininiiiciiinn
Ashland, VA
Blacksburg, VA
Botetourt County, VA
Chesapeake, VA....
Chesterfield County, VA .
Fredericksburg, VA ..
Hampton, VA
Hanover County, VA.........ccocoiiiniiiiiicie
Herndon, VA
Hopewell, VA
James City County, VA ......ccooiiiiiiiiiies
Lexington, VA
Lynchburg, VA
Montgomery County, VA
Newport News, VA
Prince William County, VA
Purcellville, VA
Radford, VA
Roanoke, VA
Spotsylvania County, VA.
Stafford County, VA
Virginia Beach, VA
Williamsburg, VA .
York County, VA
Chittenden County, VT
Montpelier, VT.
Airway Heights, WA ...

Auburn, WA 70,180
Bellevue, WA 122,363
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Bellingham, WA ..o
Clark County, WA
Federal Way, WA.
Gig Harbor, WA ...
Hoquiam, WA
Kirkland, WA
Kitsap County, WA
Lynnwood, WA .
Maple Valley, WA .
Mountlake Terrace, WA .......cccoeieienirinieens 19,909
Olympia, WA
Pasco, WA
Redmond, WA
Renton, WA
Snoqualmie, WA .....
Spokane Valley, WA
Tacoma, WA
Vancouver, WA....

West Richland, WA.
Woodland, WA
Columbus, WI
De Pere, WI
Eau Claire, WI
Madison, WI
Merrill, Wi
Oshkosh, Wi
Racine, WI
Wausau, WI
Wind Point, WI
Morgantown, WV .....c..ccoouecniinciniiiciecnne
Cheyenne, WY .......cccccciinininninieieiecceeeenns
Gillette, WY
Laramie, WY
Teton County, WY ..o
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SURVEY BACKGROUND

ABOUT THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY™

The National Citizen Survey™ (The NCS) is a collaborative effort between National Research
Center, Inc. (NRC) and the International City/County Management Association (ICMA). The NCS
was developed by NRC to provide a statistically valid survey of resident opinions about community
and services provided by local government. The survey results may be used by staff, elected
officials and other stakeholders for community planning and resource allocation, program
improvement and policy making.

FIGURE 1: THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY™ METHODS AND GOALS

Survey Objectives Assessment Methods
Identify community strengths and Multi-contact mailed survey
weaknesses Representative sample of 1,200 households
e Identify service strengths and 253 surveys returned; 22% response rate
weaknesses 6% margin of error
Data statistically weighted to reflect
population

A )

Assessment Goals

Immediate Long-term

e Provide useful information for: e Improved services
e Planning e More civic engagement
e Resource allocation e Better community quality of life
e Performance measurement e Stronger public trust

e Program and policy

evaluation
S J

The NCS focuses on a series of community characteristics and local government services, as well as
issues of public trust. Resident behaviors related to civic engagement in the community also were
measured in the survey.

The National Citizen Survey™
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FIGURE 2: THE NATIONAL CITIZEN SURVEY™ FOCUS AREAS

COMMUNITY QUALITY

Quality of life
Quality of neighborhood
Place to live

--------------------------------------------

H COMMUNITY DESIGN

Transportation
Ease of travel, transit services,
street maintenance

Housing
Housing options, cost,
affordability

Land Use and Zoning
New development, growth,
code enforcement

Economic Sustainability
Employment, shopping and
retail, City as a place to work

--------------------------------------

.........................................

PUBLIC SAFETY

Safety in neighborhood and
downtown
Crime victimization
Police, fire, EMS services
Emergency preparedness

........................................

: ENVIRONMENTAL

i SUSTAINABILITY
: Cleanliness

5 i Air quality

Preservation of natural areas
Garbage and recycling
services

-------------------------------------

RECREATION AND
¥ WELLNESS

Parks and Recreation
Recreation opportunities, use
of parks and facilities,
programs and classes

Culture, Arts and Education
Cultural and educational

opportunities, libraries,
: schools
o Health and Wellness

Availability of food, health
services, social services

--------------------------------------

..........................................

COMMUNITY
INCLUSIVENESS

Sense of community
Racial and cultural acceptance
Senior, youth and low-income

services

-----------------------------------------

Civic Activity
Volunteerism
Civic attentiveness
Voting behavior

Social Engagement
Neighborliness, social and
religious events

Information and Awareness
Public information,
publications, Web site

.........................................

PuUBLIC TRUST

Cooperation in community
Value of services
Direction of community
Citizen involvement
Employees

------------------------------------------

The survey and its administration are standardized to assure high quality research methods and
directly comparable results across The National Citizen Survey™ jurisdictions. Participating
households are selected at random and the household member who responds is selected without
bias. Multiple mailings give each household more than one chance to participate with self-
addressed and postage-paid envelopes. Results are statistically weighted to reflect the proper
demographic composition of the entire community. A total of 253 completed surveys were
obtained, providing an overall response rate of 22%. Typically, response rates obtained on citizen
surveys range from 20% to 40%.

The National Citizen Survey™ customized for the City of San José was developed in close
cooperation with local jurisdiction staff. San José staff selected items from a menu of questions
about services and community issues and provided the appropriate letterhead and signatures for
mailings. City of San José staff also augmented The National Citizen Survey™ basic service through
a variety of options including several custom questions and offering the survey in Spanish and

Vietnamese.

The National Citizen Survey™
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UNDERSTANDING THE RESULTS

As shown in Figure 2, this report is based around respondents’ opinions about eight larger
categories: community quality, community design, public safety, environmental sustainability,
recreation and wellness, community inclusiveness, civic engagement and public trust. Each report
section begins with residents’ ratings of community characteristics and is followed by residents’
ratings of service quality. For all evaluative questions, the percent of residents rating the service or
community feature as “excellent” or “good” is presented. To see the full set of responses for each
question on the survey, please see Appendix A: Complete Survey Frequencies.

Margin of Error

The margin of error around results for the City of San José Survey (253 completed surveys) is plus or
minus six percentage points. This is a measure of the precision of your results; a larger number of
completed surveys gives a smaller (more precise) margin of error, while a smaller number of
surveys yields a larger margin of error. With your margin of error, you may conclude that when
60% of survey respondents report that a particular service is “excellent” or “good,” somewhere
between 54-66% of all residents are likely to feel that way.

Comparing Survey Results

Certain kinds of services tend to be thought better of by residents in many communities across the
country. For example, public safety services tend to be received better than transportation services
by residents of most American communities. Where possible, the better comparison is not from one
service to another in the City of San José, but from City of San José services to services like them
provided by other jurisdictions.

Benchmark Comparisons

NRC’s database of comparative resident opinion is comprised of resident perspectives gathered in
citizen surveys from approximately 500 jurisdictions whose residents evaluated local government
services and gave their opinion about the quality of community life. The comparison evaluations
are from the most recent survey completed in each jurisdiction; most communities conduct surveys
every year or in alternating years. NRC adds the latest results quickly upon survey completion,
keeping the benchmark data fresh and relevant.

The City of San José chose to have comparisons made to the entire database. A benchmark
comparison (the average rating from all the comparison jurisdictions where a similar question was
asked) has been provided when a similar question on the City of San José survey was included in
NRC’s database and there were at least five jurisdictions in which the question was asked. For most
questions compared to the entire dataset, there were more than 100 jurisdictions included in the
benchmark comparison.

Where comparisons for quality ratings were available, the City of San José results were generally
noted as being “above” the benchmark, “below” the benchmark or “similar” to the benchmark. For
some questions — those related to resident behavior, circumstance or to a local problem - the
comparison to the benchmark is designated as “more,” “similar” or “less” (for example, the percent
of crime victims, residents visiting a park or residents identifying code enforcement as a problem.)
In instances where ratings are considerably higher or lower than the benchmark, these ratings have
been further demarcated by the attribute of “much,” (for example, “much less” or “much above”).
These labels come from a statistical comparison of the City of San José’s rating to the benchmark.

The National Citizen Survey™
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“Don’t Know” Responses and Rounding

On many of the questions in the survey respondents may answer “don’t know.” The proportion of
respondents giving this reply is shown in the full set of responses included in Appendix A.
However, these responses have been removed from the analyses presented in the body of the
report. In other words, the tables and graphs display the responses from respondents who had an
opinion about a specific item.

For some questions, respondents were permitted to select more than one answer. When the total
exceeds 100% in a table for a multiple response question, it is because some respondents did select
more than one response. When a table for a question that only permitted a single response does not
total to exactly 100%, it is due to the customary practice of percentages being rounded to the
nearest whole number.

For more information on understanding The NCS report, please see Appendix B: Survey
Methodology.

The National Citizen Survey™
4



City of San José | 2011

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report of the City of San José survey provides the opinions of a representative sample of
residents about community quality of life, service delivery, civic participation and unique issues of
local interest. A periodic sounding of resident opinion offers staff, elected officials and other
stakeholders an opportunity to identify challenges and to plan for and evaluate improvements and
to sustain services and amenities for long-term success.

Most residents experienced a good quality of life in the City of San José and believed the City was a
good place to live. The overall quality of life in the City of San José was rated as “excellent” or
“good” by 62% of respondents. A majority reported they plan on staying in the City of San José for
the next five years.

A variety of characteristics of the community was evaluated by those participating in the study. The
two characteristics receiving the most favorable ratings were shopping opportunities and
opportunities to volunteer. The two characteristics receiving the least positive ratings were the
availability of affordable quality child care and the availability of affordable quality housing.

Ratings of community characteristics were compared to the benchmark database. Of the 31
characteristics for which comparisons were available, three were above the national benchmark
comparison, seven were similar to the national benchmark comparison and 21 were below.

Residents in the City of San José were minimally civically engaged. While only 18% had attended a
meeting of local elected public officials or other local public meeting in the previous 12 months,
94% had provided help to a friend or neighbor. Less than half had volunteered their time to some
group or activity in the City of San José, which was lower than the benchmark.

In general, survey respondents demonstrated distrust in local government. Less than half rated the
overall direction being taken by the City of San José as “good” or “excellent.” This was much lower
than the benchmark. Those residents who had interacted with an employee of the City of San José
in the previous 12 months gave moderate marks to those employees. A majority rated their overall
impression of employees as “excellent” or “good.”

City services rated were able to be compared to the benchmark database. Of the 32 services for
which comparisons were available, none were above the benchmark comparison, five were similar
to the benchmark comparison and 27 were below.

The National Citizen Survey™
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COMMUNITY RATINGS

OVERALL COMMUNITY QUALITY

Overall quality of community life may be the single best indicator of success in providing the
natural ambience, services and amenities that make for an attractive community. The National
Citizen Survey™ contained many questions related to quality of community life in the City of San
José — not only direct questions about quality of life overall and in neighborhoods, but questions to
measure residents’ commitment to the City of San José. Residents were asked whether they planned
to move soon or if they would recommend the City of San José to others. Intentions to stay and
willingness to make recommendations provide evidence that the City of San José offers services and
amenities that work.

Most of the City of San José’s residents gave favorable ratings to their neighborhoods and the
community as a place to live. Further, most reported they would recommend the community to
others and plan to stay for the next five years.

FIGURE 3: RATINGS OF OVERALL COMMUNITY QUALITY

® Excellent Good

The overall quality of life

. A 57%

in San José

Your neighborhood as a
. 53%

place to live

San José as a place to live 54%
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percent of respondents

FIGURE 4: LIKELIHOOD OF REMAINING IN COMMUNITY AND RECOMMENDING COMMUNITY

Recommend living in San

Very likel hat likel
José to someone who ery likely S

24% 56%

asks
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FIGURE 5: OVERALL COMMUNITY QUALITY BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark |

Overall quality of life in San José

Much below

Your neighborhood as place to live

Much below

San José as a place to live

Much below

Recommend living in San José to someone who asks

Much below

Remain in San José for the next five years

Similar

The National Citizen Survey™
7



City of San José | 2011

COMMUNITY DESIGN

Transportation

The ability to move easily throughout a community can greatly affect the quality of life of residents
by diminishing time wasted in traffic congestion and by providing opportunities to travel quickly
and safely by modes other than the automobile. High quality options for resident mobility not only
require local government to remove barriers to flow but they require government programs and
policies that create quality opportunities for all modes of travel.

Residents responding to the survey were given a list of seven aspects of mobility to rate on a scale

i

of “excellent,

good,” “fair” and “poor.” Ease of rail travel was given the most positive rating.

Traffic flow on major streets was rated lowest by residents.

FIGURE 6: RATINGS OF TRANSPORTATION IN COMMUNITY

Ease of car travel in
San José

Ease of bus travel in
San José

Ease of rail in San José

Ease of bicycle travel
in San José

Ease of walking in San
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Availability of paths
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Traffic flow on major
streets

B Excellent Good
35%
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29%
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39%
0% 2 5' % 50' % 75' % 1 0'0%
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FIGURE 7: COMMUNITY TRANSPORTATION BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Ease of car travel in San José

Much below

Ease of bus travel in San José Similar
Ease of rail travel in San José Similar
Ease of bicycle travel in San José Below

Ease of walking in San José

Much below

Availability of paths and walking trails

Much below

Traffic flow on major streets

Much below

The National Citizen Survey™
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Seven transportation services were rated in San José. As compared to most communities across
America, ratings tended to be lower than the average. Six were below the benchmark; the rating for
bus and transit services was similar to the benchmark.

FIGURE 8: RATINGS OF TRANSPORTATION AND PARKING SERVICES

® Excellent Good

Street repair
Street cleaning 34%
Street lighting 34%
31%

Sidewalk maintenance

Traffic signal timing 30%

Bus or transit services 36%

Amount of public parking 25%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
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FIGURE 9: TRANSPORTATION AND PARKING SERVICES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Street repair Much below
Street cleaning Much below
Street lighting Much below
Sidewalk maintenance Much below
Traffic signal timing Below

Bus or transit services Similar

Amount of public parking Much below
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By measuring choice of travel mode over time, communities can monitor their success in providing
attractive alternatives to the traditional mode of travel, the single-occupied automobile. When
asked how they typically traveled to work, single-occupancy (SOV) travel was the overwhelming
mode of use. However, 8% of work commute trips were made by transit and 1% were made by

foot.

FIGURE 10: FREQUENCY OF BUS USE IN LAST 12 MONTHS
Once or twice
19%

3 to 12 times
8%

Never .
58% \13 to 26 times
3%
\More than 26 times
12%
FIGURE 11: FREQUENCY OF BUS USE BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark

Ridden a local bus within San José Much more
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FIGURE 12: MODE OF TRAVEL USED FOR WORK COMMUTE

Motorized vehicle (e.g., car, truck, van, motorcycle,
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FIGURE 13: DRIVE ALONE BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Average percent of work commute trips made by driving alone
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Housing

Housing variety and affordability are not luxuries for any community. When there are too few
options for housing style and affordability, the characteristics of a community tilt toward a single
group, often of well-off residents. While this may seem attractive to a community, the absence of
affordable townhomes, condominiums, mobile homes, single family detached homes and
apartments means that in addition to losing the vibrancy of diverse thoughts and lifestyles, the
community loses the service workers that sustain all communities — police officers, school teachers,
house painters and electricians. These workers must live elsewhere and commute in at great
personal cost and to the detriment of traffic flow and air quality. Furthermore lower income
residents pay so much of their income to rent or mortgage that little remains to bolster their own
quality of life or local business.

The survey of the City of San José residents asked respondents to reflect on the availability of
affordable housing as well as the variety of housing options. The availability of affordable housing
was rated as “excellent” or “good” by 19% of respondents, while the variety of housing options was
rated as “excellent” or “good” by 50% of respondents. The rating of perceived affordable housing
availability was lower in the City of San José than the ratings, on average, in comparison
jurisdictions.

FIGURE 14: RATINGS OF HOUSING IN COMMUNITY

® Excellent Good
Avallablll'ty of afff)rdable 159
quality housing
Variety of housing options [Re&/ 42%
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Percent of respondents

FIGURE 15: HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Availability of affordable quality housing Much below

Variety of housing options Below
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To augment the perceptions of affordable housing in San José, the cost of housing as reported in the
survey was compared to residents’ reported monthly income to create a rough estimate of the
proportion of residents of the City of San José experiencing housing cost stress. About 59% of
survey participants were found to pay housing costs of more than 30% of their monthly household

income.

FIGURE 16: PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS EXPERIENCING HOUSING COST STRESS

Housing costs LESS
than 30% of income
41%

_

FIGURE 17: HOUSING COSTS BENCHMARKS

|

Housing costs 30%
or MORE of income

59%

Comparison to benchmark

Experiencing housing costs stress (housing costs 30% or MORE of income)

Much more
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Land Use and Zoning

Community development contributes to a feeling among residents and even visitors of the attention
given to the speed of growth, the location of residences and businesses, the kind of housing that is
appropriate for the community and the ease of access to commerce, green space and residences.
Even the community’s overall appearance often is attributed to the planning and enforcement
functions of the local jurisdiction. Residents will appreciate an attractive, well-planned community.
The NCS questionnaire asked residents to evaluate the quality of new development, the appearance
of the City of San José and the speed of population growth. Problems with the appearance of
property were rated, and the quality of land use planning, zoning and code enforcement services
were evaluated.

The overall quality of new development in the City of San José was rated as “excellent” by 8% of
respondents and as “good” by an additional 50%. The overall appearance of San José was rated as
“excellent” or “good” by 54% of respondents and was much lower than the benchmark. When
rating to what extent run down buildings, weed lots or junk vehicles were a problem in the City of
San José, 11% thought they were a “major” problem. The services of land use, planning and
zoning, and code enforcement and animal control were rated below the benchmark.

FIGURE 18: RATINGS OF THE COMMUNITY'S "BUILT ENVIRONMENT"

H Excellent Good
Overall quall.ty of new NN 50%
development in San José
Overall appearance of San 7% 479%
José
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Percent of respondents
FIGURE 19: BUILT ENVIRONMENT BENCHMARKS
| Comparison to benchmark
Quality of new development in San José Similar
Overall appearance of San José Much below
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FIGURE 20: RATINGS OF POPULATION GROWTH

Much too fast
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Much too slow
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Somewhat too slow
4%
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33%

FIGURE 21: POPULATION GROWTH BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Population growth seen as too fast Much more

Moderate problem

FIGURE 22: RATINGS OF NUISANCE PROBLEMS
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FIGURE 23: NUISANCE PROBLEMS BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
Run down buildings, weed lots and junk vehicles seen as a "major" problem Similar
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FIGURE 24: RATINGS OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY CODE ENFORCEMENT SERVICES
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FIGURE 25: PLANNING AND COMMUNITY CODE ENFORCEMENT SERVICES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark
Land use, planning and zoning Below
Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc.) Much below
Animal control Below
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ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY

The United States has been in recession since late 2007 with an accelerated downturn occurring in
the fourth quarter of 2008. Officially we emerged from recession in the third quarter of 2009, but
high unemployment lingers, keeping a lid on a strong recovery. Many readers worry that the ill
health of the economy will color how residents perceive their environment and the services that
local government delivers. NRC researchers have found that the economic downturn has chastened
Americans’ view of their own economic futures but has not colored their perspectives about
community services or quality of life.

Survey respondents were asked to rate a number of community features related to economic
opportunity and growth. The most positively rated features were shopping opportunities and San
Jose as a place to work. Receiving the lowest rating was employment opportunities; however it was
much above the benchmark. These ratings tended to be higher when compared to other
communities across the nation.

FIGURE 26: RATINGS OF ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY AND OPPORTUNITIES
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Shopping opportunities 49%
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FIGURE 27: ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY AND OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
Employment opportunities Much above
Shopping opportunities Much above
San José as a place to work Above
Overall quality of business and service establishments in San José Similar
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Residents were asked to evaluate the speed of jobs growth and retail growth on a scale from “much
too slow” to “much too fast.” When asked about the rate of jobs growth in San José, 80%
responded that it was “too slow,” while 25% reported retail growth as “too slow.” A much smaller
proportion of residents in San José compared to other jurisdictions believed that retail growth was
too slow and more residents believed that jobs growth was too slow.

FIGURE 28: RATINGS OF RETAIL AND JOBS GROWTH
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FIGURE 29: RETAIL AND JOBS GROWTH BENCHMARKS
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Jobs growth seen as too slow More
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FIGURE 30: RATINGS OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
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FIGURE 31: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SERVICES BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
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Residents were asked to reflect on their economic prospects in the near term. Seventeen percent of
the City of San José residents expected that the coming six months would have a “somewhat” or
“very” positive impact on their family, while 47% felt that the economic future would be
“somewhat” or “very” negative. The percent of residents with an optimistic outlook on their
household income was the same as comparison jurisdictions.

FIGURE 32: RATINGS OF PERSONAL ECONOMIC FUTURE
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FIGURE 33: PERSONAL ECONOMIC FUTURE BENCHMARKS
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PUBLIC SAFETY

Safety from violent or property crimes creates the cornerstone of an attractive community. No one
wants to live in fear of crime, fire or natural hazards, and communities in which residents feel
protected or unthreatened are communities that are more likely to show growth in population,
commerce and property value.

Residents were asked to rate their feelings of safety from violent crimes, property crimes, fire and
environmental dangers and to evaluate the local agencies whose main charge is to provide
protection from these dangers. Many gave positive ratings of safety in the City of San José. About
half of those completing the questionnaire said they felt “very” or “somewhat” safe from violent
crimes and 58% felt “very” or “somewhat” safe from environmental hazards. Daytime sense of
safety was better than nighttime safety and neighborhoods felt safer than downtown.

FIGURE 34: RATINGS OF COMMUNITY AND PERSONAL PUBLIC SAFETY
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FIGURE 35: COMMUNITY AND PERSONAL PUBLIC SAFETY BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark |
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As assessed by the survey, 12% of respondents reported that someone in the household had been
the victim of one or more crimes in the past year. Of those who had been the victim of a crime,
71% had reported it to police. Compared to other jurisdictions about the same percent of San José
residents had been victims of crime in the 12 months preceding the survey. The proportion of San
José residents who had reported their most recent crime victimization to the police was much
smaller compared to the benchmark.

FIGURE 36: CRIME VICTIMIZATION AND REPORTING
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FIGURE 37: CRIME VICTIMIZATION AND REPORTING BENCHMARKS
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Residents rated seven City public safety services; all of these were rated below the benchmark. Fire
services and ambulance or emergency medical services received the highest ratings.

FIGURE 38: RATINGS OF PUBLIC SAFETY SERVICES
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FIGURE 39: PUBLIC SAFETY SERVICES BENCHMARKS
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FIGURE 40: CONTACT WITH POLICE DEPARTMENT
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FIGURE 41: CONTACT WITH FIRE DEPARTMENT
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FIGURE 42: CONTACT WITH POLICE AND FIRE DEPARTMENTS BENCHMARKS

Comparison to

benchmark
Had contact with the City of San José Police Department Much less
Overall impression of most recent contact with the City of San José Police
Department Much below
Had contact with the City of San José Fire Department Similar
Overall impression of most recent contact with the City of San José Fire
Department Much below
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ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

Residents value the aesthetic qualities of their hometowns and appreciate features such as overall
cleanliness and landscaping. In addition, the appearance and smell or taste of the air and water do
not go unnoticed. These days, increasing attention is paid to proper treatment of the environment.
At the same time that they are attending to community appearance and cleanliness, cities, counties,
states and the nation are going “Green”. These strengthening environmental concerns extend to
trash haul, recycling, sewer services, the delivery of power and water and preservation of open
spaces. Treatment of the environment affects air and water quality and, generally, how habitable
and inviting a place appears.

Residents of the City of San José were asked to evaluate their local environment and the services
provided to ensure its quality. The overall quality of the natural environment was rated as
“excellent” or “good” by 43% of survey respondents. The cleanliness of San José received the
highest rating.

FIGURE 43: RATINGS OF THE COMMUNITY'S NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
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FIGURE 44: COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENT BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Cleanliness of San José Much below
Quality of overall natural environment in San José Much below
Preservation of natural areas such as open space, farmlands and greenbelts Much below
Air quality Much below
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Resident recycling was much greater than recycling reported in comparison communities.

FIGURE 45: FREQUENCY OF RECYCLING IN LAST 12 MONTHS
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FIGURE 46: FREQUENCY OF RECYCLING BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
Recycled used paper, cans or bottles from your home Much more
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Of the six utility services rated by those completing the questionnaire, three were similar to the
benchmark comparison and three were rated below the benchmark comparison.

FIGURE 47: RATINGS OF UTILITY SERVICES
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FIGURE 48: UTILITY SERVICES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark
Sewer services Much below
Drinking water Much below
Storm drainage Similar
Yard waste pick-up Similar
Recycling Similar
Garbage collection Below
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RECREATION AND WELLNESS

Parks and Recreation

Quality parks and recreation opportunities help to define a community as more than the grind of its
business, traffic and hard work. Leisure activities vastly can improve the quality of life of residents,
serving both to entertain and mobilize good health. The survey contained questions seeking
residents’ perspectives about opportunities and services related to the community’s parks and
recreation services.

Recreation opportunities in the City of San José were rated moderately as were services related to
parks and recreation. City parks, recreation programs or classes and recreation centers or facilities
were rated much lower than the benchmark.

Resident use of San José parks and recreation facilities tells its own story about the attractiveness
and accessibility of those services. The percent of residents that used San José recreation centers
was smaller than the percent of users in comparison jurisdictions. Similarly, recreation program use
in San José was lower than use in comparison jurisdictions.

FIGURE 49: RATINGS OF COMMUNITY RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
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FIGURE 50: COMMUNITY RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS
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FIGURE 51: PARTICIPATION IN PARKS AND RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES

Used San José recreation centers

Participated in a recreation program or activity

Visited a neighborhood park or City park

49%

39%

86%

0%

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of respondents who did each at least once in last 12 months

FIGURE 52: PARTICIPATION IN PARKS AND RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS
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Comparison to benchmark
Used San José recreation centers Much less
Participated in a recreation program or activity Much less
Visited a neighborhood park or City park Similar
FIGURE 53: RATINGS OF PARKS AND RECREATION SERVICES
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FIGURE 54: PARKS AND RECREATION SERVICES BENCHMARKS
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Culture, Arts and Education

A full service community does not address only the life and safety of its residents. Like individuals
who simply go to the office and return home, a community that pays attention only to the life
sustaining basics becomes insular, dreary and uninspiring. In the case of communities without
thriving culture, arts and education opportunities, the magnet that attracts those who might
consider relocating there is vastly weakened. Cultural, artistic, social and educational services
elevate the opportunities for personal growth among residents. In the survey, residents were asked
about the quality of opportunities to participate in cultural and educational activities.

Opportunities to attend cultural activities were rated as “excellent” or “good” by 64% of
respondents. Educational opportunities were rated as “excellent” or “good” by 57% of respondents.
Ratings for educational and cultural activity opportunities were similar to the average of
comparison jurisdictions.

About 74% of San José residents used a City library at least once in the 12 months preceding the
survey. This participation rate for library use was similar to comparison jurisdictions.

FIGURE 55: RATINGS OF CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
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FIGURE 56: CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Opportunities to attend cultural activities Much above

Educational opportunities Below
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FIGURE 57: PARTICIPATION IN CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
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FIGURE 58: PARTICIPATION IN CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
Used San José public libraries or their services Similar
Participated in religious or spiritual activities in San José Similar
FIGURE 59: PERCEPTION OF CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES
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FIGURE 60: CULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Public library services Much below
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Health and Wellness

Healthy residents have the wherewithal to contribute to the economy as volunteers or employees
and they do not present a burden in cost and time to others. Although residents bear the primary
responsibility for their good health, local government provides services that can foster that well
being and that provide care when residents are ill.

Residents of the City of San José were asked to rate the availability of health care and high quality
affordable food in the community. Among San José residents, 5% rated affordable quality health
care as “excellent” while 23% rated it as “good.” Those ratings were below the ratings of
comparison communities.

FIGURE 61: RATINGS OF COMMUNITY HEALTH AND WELLNESS ACCESS AND OPPORTUNITIES
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FIGURE 62: COMMUNITY HEALTH AND WELLNESS ACCESS AND OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Availability of affordable quality health care Much below

Availability of affordable quality food Below
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COMMUNITY INCLUSIVENESS

Diverse communities that include among their residents a mix of races, ages, wealth, ideas and
beliefs have the raw material for the most vibrant and creative society. However, the presence of
these features alone does not ensure a high quality or desirable space. Surveyed residents were
asked about the success of the mix: the sense of community, the openness of residents to people of
diverse backgrounds and the attractiveness of the City of San José as a place to raise children or to
retire. They were also questioned about the quality of services delivered to various population
subgroups, including older adults, youth and residents with few resources. A community that
succeeds in creating an inclusive environment for a variety of residents is a community that offers
more to many.

A moderate percentage of residents rated the City of San José as an “excellent” or “good” place to
raise kids and a low percentage rated it as an excellent or good place to retire. Most survey
respondents felt the City of San José was open and accepting towards people of diverse
backgrounds.

FIGURE 63: RATINGS OF COMMUNITY QUALITY AND INCLUSIVENESS
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FIGURE 64: COMMUNITY QUALITY AND INCLUSIVENESS BENCHMARKS

Comparison to
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Services to more vulnerable populations (e.g., seniors, youth or low-income residents) ranged from
34% to 49% with ratings of “excellent” or “good.” Services to youth and services to seniors were

rated much below the benchmark and services to low-income people were rated similarly when
compared to other communities.

FIGURE 65: RATINGS OF QUALITY OF SERVICES PROVIDED FOR POPULATION SUBGROUPS
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FIGURE 66: SERVICES PROVIDED FOR POPULATION SUBGROUPS BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark
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CIviC ENGAGEMENT

Community leaders cannot run a jurisdiction alone and a jurisdiction cannot run effectively if
residents remain strangers with little to connect them. Elected officials and staff require the
assistance of local residents whether that assistance comes in tacit approval or eager help; and
commonality of purpose among the electorate facilitates policies and programs that appeal to most
and causes discord among few. Furthermore, when neighbors help neighbors, the cost to the
community to provide services to residents in need declines. When residents are civically engaged,
they have taken the opportunity to participate in making the community more livable for all. The
extent to which local government provides opportunities to become informed and engaged and the
extent to which residents take those opportunities is an indicator of the connection between
government and populace. By understanding your residents’ level of connection to, knowledge of
and participation in local government, the City can find better opportunities to communicate and
educate citizens about its mission, services, accomplishments and plans. Communities with strong
civic engagement may be more likely to see the benefits of programs intended to improve the
quality of life of all residents and therefore would be more likely to support those new policies or
programs.

Civic Activity
Respondents were asked about the perceived community volunteering opportunities and their
participation as citizens of the City of San José. Survey participants rated the volunteer opportunities

in the City of San José favorably. Opportunities to attend or participate in community matters were
rated “excellent” or “good” by 55% of respondents.

The rating for opportunities to participate in community matters was below the benchmark while
the rating for opportunities to volunteer was similar to the benchmark comparison.

FIGURE 67: RATINGS OF CIVIC ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES
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FIGURE 68: CIVIC ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Opportunities to participate in community matters Below
Opportunities to volunteer Similar
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Most of the participants in this survey had not attended a public meeting, volunteered time to a

group or participated in a club in the 12 months prior to the survey, but the vast majority had
helped a friend.

FIGURE 69: PARTICIPATION IN CIVIC ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES
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FIGURE 70: PARTICIPATION IN CIVIC ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to

benchmark
Attended a meeting of local elected officials or other local public meeting Much less
Watched a meeting of local elected officials or other public meeting on cable
television, the Internet or other media Much less
Volunteered your time to some group or activity in San José Much less
Participated in a club or civic group in San José Similar
Provided help to a friend or neighbor Similar
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Sixty-nine percent reported they were registered to vote and 66% indicated they had voted in the
last general election. This rate of self-reported voting was lower than that of comparison
communities.

FIGURE 71: REPORTED VOTING BEHAVIOR
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FIGURE 72: VOTING BEHAVIOR BENCHMARKS
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Information and Awareness

Those completing the survey were asked about their use and perceptions of various information
sources and local government media services. When asked whether they had visited the City of San
José Web site in the previous 12 months, 58% reported they had done so at least once. Public
information services were rated much lower when compared to benchmark data.

FIGURE 73: USE OF INFORMATION SOURCES
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FIGURE 74: USE OF INFORMATION SOURCES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark
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FIGURE 75: RATINGS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT MEDIA SERVICES AND INFORMATION DISSEMINATION
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FIGURE 76: LOCAL GOVERNMENT MEDIA SERVICES AND INFORMATION DISSEMINATION BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Public information services Much below
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Social Engagement

Opportunities to participate in social events and activities were rated as “excellent” or “good” by
57% of respondents, while even more rated opportunities to participate in religious or spiritual
events and activities as “excellent” or “good.”

FIGURE 77: RATINGS OF SOCIAL ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES
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FIGURE 78: SOCIAL ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark

Opportunities to participate in social events and activities Similar
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Residents in San José reported a fair amount of neighborliness. About 39% indicated talking or
visiting with their neighbors at least several times a week.

FIGURE 79: CONTACT WITH IMMEDIATE NEIGHBORS
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FIGURE 80: CONTACT WITH IMMEDIATE NEIGHBORS BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
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PuBLIC TRUST

When local government leaders are trusted, an environment of cooperation is more likely to
surround all decisions they make. Cooperation leads to easier communication between leaders and
residents and increases the likelihood that high value policies and programs will be implemented to
improve the quality of life of the entire community. Trust can be measured in residents’ opinions
about the overall direction the City of San José is taking, their perspectives about the service value
their taxes purchase and the openness of government to citizen participation. In addition, resident
opinion about services provided by the City of San José could be compared to their opinion about
services provided by the state and federal governments. If residents find nothing to admire in the
services delivered by any level of government, their opinions about the City of San José may be
colored by their dislike of what all levels of government provide.

About one-quarter of respondents felt that the value of services for taxes paid was “excellent” or
“good.” When asked to rate the job the City of San José does at welcoming citizen involvement,
38% rated it as “excellent” or “good.” Of these four ratings, all were below the benchmark.

FIGURE 81: PUBLIC TRUST RATINGS
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FIGURE 82: PUBLIC TRUST BENCHMARKS
Comparison to benchmark
Value of services for the taxes paid to San José Much below
The overall direction that San José is taking Much below
Job San José government does at welcoming citizen involvement Below
Overall image or reputation of San José Much below
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On average, residents of the City of San José gave the highest evaluations to their own local
government and the lowest average rating to the State Government. The overall quality of services
delivered by the City of San José was rated as “excellent” or “good” by 45% of survey participants.
The City of San José’s rating was much below the benchmark when compared to other
communities.

FIGURE 83: RATINGS OF SERVICES PROVIDED BY LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL GOVERNMENTS
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FIGURE 84: SERVICES PROVIDED BY LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL GOVERNMENTS BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark
Services provided by the City of San José Much below
Services provided by the Federal Government Similar
Services provided by the State Government Much below
Services provided by Santa Clara County Government Below
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City of San José Employees
The employees of the City of San José who interact with the public create the first impression that
most residents have of the City of San José. Front line staff who provide information, assist with bill
paying, collect trash, create service schedules, fight fires and crime and even give traffic tickets are
the collective face of the City of San José. As such, it is important to know about residents’
experience talking with that “face.” When employees appear to be knowledgeable, responsive and
courteous, residents are more likely to feel that any needs or problems may be solved through
positive and productive interactions with the City of San José staff.

Those completing the survey were asked if they had been in contact with a City employee either in-
person, over the phone or via email in the last 12 months; the 32% who reported that they had
been in contact (a percent that is much lower than the benchmark comparison) were then asked to
indicate overall how satisfied they were with the employee in their most recent contact. City
employees were rated moderately; 58% of respondents rated their overall impression as “excellent”
or “good.”

FIGURE 85: PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS WHO HAD CONTACT WITH CITY EMPLOYEES IN PREVIOUS 12 MONTHS
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FIGURE 86: CONTACT WITH CITY EMPLOYEES BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark
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FIGURE 87: RATINGS OF CITY EMPLOYEES (AMONG THOSE WHO HAD CONTACT)
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FIGURE 88: RATINGS OF CITY EMPLOYEES (AMONG THOSE WHO HAD CONTACT) BENCHMARKS

Comparison to benchmark
Knowledge Below
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Courteousness Much below
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CusToM QQUESTIONS

“Don’t know” responses have been removed from the following questions, when applicable.

Custom Question 1

Please rate the following aspects of Mineta San José
International Airport: Excellent  Good | Fair | Poor | Total
Overall ease of use of Mineta San José International Airport 26% 51% | 19% | 4% | 100%
Availability of flights at Mineta San José International Airport 18% 45% | 19% | 18% | 100%

Custom Question 2

Do you have water-saving fixtures such as low-flow shower heads and low-flush Percent of
toilets in your home? respondents
No 26%
Yes 74%
Total 100%

Custom Question 3

How important, if at all, is it for you to conserve water in your home? Percent of respondents
Essential 29%
Very important 52%
Somewhat important 16%
Not at all important 3%
Total 100%
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APPENDIX A: COMPLETE SURVEY
FREQUENECIES

FREQUENCIES EXCLUDING “DON’'T KNOW"” RESPONSES

Question 1: Quality of Life

Please rate each of the following aspects of quality of life in

San Jose: Excellent  Good | Fair | Poor | Total
San Jose as a place to live 18% 54% | 23% | 4% | 100%
Your neighborhood as a place to live 14% 53% | 26% | 8% | 100%
San Jose as a place to raise children 10% 43% | 41% | 6% | 100%
San Jose as a place to work 15% 51% | 22% | 12% | 100%
San Jose as a place to retire 3% 23% | 37% | 37% | 100%
The overall quality of life in San Jose 5% 57% | 34% | 4% | 100%

Question 2: Community Characteristics

Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate

to San Jose as a whole: Excellent | Good | Fair | Poor @ Total
Sense of community 6% 29% | 44% | 20% | 100%
Openness and acceptance of the community towards people of
diverse backgrounds 17% 50% | 25% | 8% | 100%
Overall appearance of San Jose 7% 47% | 36% | 9% | 100%
Cleanliness of San Jose 8% 44% | 33% | 14% | 100%
Overall quality of new development in San Jose 8% 50% | 33% | 9% | 100%
Variety of housing options 8% 42% | 32% | 19% | 100%
Overall quality of business and service establishments in San
Jose 14% 45% | 34% | 7% | 100%
Shopping opportunities 27% 49% | 21% | 3% | 100%
Opportunities to attend cultural activities 20% 44% | 30% | 6% | 100%
Recreational opportunities 13% 40% | 40% | 7% | 100%
Employment opportunities 7% 39% | 29% | 25% | 100%
Educational opportunities 10% 47% | 32% | 11% | 100%
Opportunities to participate in social events and activities 13% 44% | 35% | 8% | 100%
Opportunities to participate in religious or spiritual events and
activities 15% 53% | 29% | 3% | 100%
Opportunities to volunteer 24% 46% | 27% | 3% | 100%
Opportunities to participate in community matters 10% 45% | 36% | 9% | 100%
Ease of car travel in San Jose 5% 35% | 36% | 24% | 100%
Ease of bus travel in San Jose 13% 34% | 34% | 18% | 100%
Ease of rail in San Jose 17% 31% | 33% | 19% | 100%
Ease of bicycle travel in San Jose 8% 29% | 43% | 21% | 100%
Ease of walking in San Jose 9% 37% | 39% | 16% | 100%
Availability of paths and walking trails 6% 39% | 36% | 19% | 100%
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Question 2: Community Characteristics

Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate

to San Jose as a whole: Excellent Good | Fair | Poor | Total
Traffic flow on major streets 1% 22% | 40% | 37% | 100%
Amount of public parking 6% 25% | 45% | 24% | 100%
Availability of affordable quality housing 4% 15% | 37% | 43% | 100%
Availability of affordable quality child care 2% 14% | 50% | 34% | 100%
Availability of affordable quality health care 5% 23% | 44% | 28% | 100%
Availability of affordable quality food 10% 42% | 37% | 11% | 100%
Air quality 7% 36% | 45% | 12% | 100%
Quiality of overall natural environment in San Jose 6% 37% | 46% | 11% | 100%
Overall image or reputation of San Jose 8% 43% | 41% | 8% | 100%
Question 3: Growth
Please rate the speed of growth Much
in the following categories in San too Somewhat Right Somewhat Much
Jose over the past 2 years: slow too slow amount too fast too fast | Total
Population growth 0% 4% 33% 42% 21% 100%
Retail growth (stores, restaurants,
etc.) 3% 22% 57% 12% 6% 100%
Jobs growth 29% 51% 16% 2% 1% 100%

Question 4: Code Enforcement

To what degree, if at all, are run down buildings, weed lots or junk vehicles a Percent of
problem in San Jose? respondents
Not a problem 10%
Minor problem 29%
Moderate problem 50%
Major problem 11%
Total 100%

Question 5: Community Safety

Please rate how safe or unsafe

you feel from the following in Very | Somewhat | Neithersafe = Somewhat Very

San Jose: safe safe nor unsafe unsafe unsafe | Total
Violent crime (e.g., rape, assault,
robbery) 11% 36% 25% 18% 10% 100%
Property crimes (e.g., burglary,
theft) 8% 24% 30% 27% 11% 100%
Environmental hazards,
including toxic waste 18% 40% 27% 12% 2% 100%
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Question 6: Personal Safety

Please rate how safe or Very Somewhat Neither safe Somewhat Very

unsafe you feel: safe safe nor unsafe unsafe unsafe Total
In your neighborhood
during the day 42% 45% 9% 2% 2% 100%
In your neighborhood after
dark 15% 46% 16% 19% 4% 100%
In San Jose's downtown
area during the day 19% 52% 17% 10% 1% 100%
In San Jose's downtown
area after dark 3% 17% 17% 44% 20% 100%

Question 7: Contact with Police Department

Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of San Jose
Police Department within the last 12 months? No | Yes

Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of San Jose
Police Department within the last 12 months? 71% | 29%

Question 8: Ratings of Contact with Police Department

What was your overall impression of your most recent contact with the
City of San Jose Police Department? Excellent  Good | Fair | Poor

What was your overall impression of your most recent contact with the
City of San Jose Police Department? 22% 45% | 14% | 19%

Question 9: Crime Victim

During the past 12 months, were you or anyone in your household the victim of Percent of
any crime? respondents
No 88%
Yes 12%
Total 100%

Question 10: Crime Reporting

If yes, was this crime (these crimes) reported to the police? Percent of respondents
No 29%
Yes 71%
Total 100%
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Question 11: Resident Behaviors

In the last 12 months, about how many times, if

ever, have you or other household members Once 3to 13 to More
participated in the following activities in San or 12 26 than 26
Jose? Never | twice times times times Total

Used San Jose public libraries or their services 26% 17% 30% 20% 7% 100%
Used San Jose recreation centers 51% 21% 21% 4% 3% 100%
Participated in a recreation program or activity 61% 24% 9% 3% 3% 100%
Visited a neighborhood park or City park 14% 20% 36% 17% 13% 100%
Ridden a local bus within San Jose 58% 19% 8% 3% 12% 100%
Attended a meeting of local elected officials or
other local public meeting 82% 11% 5% 0% 3% 100%

Watched a meeting of local elected officials or
other City-sponsored public meeting on cable

television, the Internet or other media 73% 13% 9% 1% 3% 100%
Visited the City of San Jose Web site (at

WWW.sanjoseca.gov) 42% 22% 27% 4% 5% 100%
Recycled used paper, cans or bottles from your

home 4% 9% 10% 9% 68% 100%
Volunteered your time to some group or activity

in San Jose 63% 15% 10% 4% 8% 100%
Participated in religious or spiritual activities in

San Jose 51% 19% 12% 5% 13% 100%
Participated in a club or civic group in San Jose 73% 10% 11% 2% 5% 100%
Provided help to a friend or neighbor 6% 19% 39% 18% 18% 100%

Question 12: Neighborliness

About how often, if at all, do you talk to or visit with your immediate neighbors Percent of
(people who live in the 10 or 20 households that are closest to you)? respondents
Just about everyday 18%
Several times a week 21%
Several times a month 23%
Less than several times a month 38%
Total 100%
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Question 13: Service Quality

Please rate the quality of each of the following services in San

Jose: Excellent  Good | Fair | Poor | Total
Police services 14% 47% | 32% | 7% | 100%
Fire services 27% 58% | 14% | 1% | 100%
Ambulance or emergency medical services 29% 54% | 16% | 1% | 100%
Crime prevention 6% 32% | 47% | 15% | 100%
Fire prevention and education 9% 49% | 34% | 8% | 100%
Traffic enforcement 6% 50% | 28% | 15% | 100%
Street repair 4% 17% | 40% | 39% | 100%
Street cleaning 8% 34% | 40% | 18% | 100%
Street lighting 8% 34% | 41% | 17% | 100%
Sidewalk maintenance 4% 31% | 41% | 23% | 100%
Traffic signal timing 4% 30% | 50% | 16% | 100%
Bus or transit services 14% 36% | 34% | 16% | 100%
Garbage collection 20% 54% | 19% | 6% | 100%
Recycling 26% 48% | 23% | 3% | 100%
Yard waste pick-up 24% 52% | 15% | 9% | 100%
Storm drainage 9% 46% | 33% | 13% | 100%
Drinking water 10% 42% | 34% | 15% | 100%
Sewer services 11% 48% | 34% | 8% | 100%
City parks 12% 56% | 25% | 7% | 100%
Recreation programs or classes 11% 41% | 35% | 14% | 100%
Recreation centers or facilities 10% 44% | 30% | 16% | 100%
Land use, planning and zoning 3% 28% | 52% | 16% | 100%
Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc.) 3% 25% | 47% | 25% | 100%
Animal control 9% 37% | 41% | 13% | 100%
Economic development 5% 27% | 43% | 25% | 100%
Services to seniors 17% 32% | 34% | 17% | 100%
Services to youth 10% 24% | 41% | 26% | 100%
Services to low-income people 11% 37% | 31% | 21% | 100%
Public library services 21% 47% | 27% | 5% | 100%
Public information services 8% 34% | 47% | 11% | 100%
Emergency preparedness (services that prepare the community
for natural disasters or other emergency situations) 8% 29% | 34% | 28% | 100%
Preservation of natural areas such as open space, farmlands
and greenbelts 7% 32% | 42% | 20% | 100%
Graffiti removal 7% 20% | 44% | 29% | 100%
Gang prevention efforts 4% 24% | 33% | 38% | 100%
Street tree maintenance 6% 30% | 39% | 25% | 100%
Building permit services 4% 21% | 53% | 22% | 100%
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Question 14: Government Services Overall

Overall, how would you rate the quality of the services

provided by each of the following? Excellent Good | Fair | Poor | Total
The City of San Jose 6% 39% | 44% | 10% | 100%
The Federal Government 8% 24% | 44% | 24% | 100%
The State Government 4% 23% | 46% | 27% | 100%
Santa Clara County Government 8% 33% | 43% | 15% | 100%

Question 15: Recommendation and Longevity

Please indicate how likely or unlikely Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
you are to do each of the following: likely likely unlikely unlikely | Total
Recommend living in San Jose to
someone who asks 24% 56% 9% 11% 100%
Remain in San Jose for the next five years 54% 28% 12% 5% 100%
Question 16: Impact of the Economy
What impact, if any, do you think the economy will have on your family income in Percent of
the next 6 months? Do you think the impact will be: respondents
Very positive 3%
Somewhat positive 14%
Neutral 36%
Somewhat negative 39%
Very negative 8%
Total 100%

Question 17: Contact with Fire Department

Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of San Jose Fire

Department within the last 12 months?

No Yes

Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of San Jose Fire

Department within the last 12 months?

84% | 16%

Question 18: Ratings of Contact with Fire Department

What was your overall impression of your most recent contact with the
City of San Jose Fire Department? Excellent

Good | Fair | Poor

What was your overall impression of your most recent contact with the
City of San Jose Fire Department? 39%

25% | 19% | 17%

The National Citizen Survey™
54



City of San José | 2011

Question 19: Contact with City Employees

Have you had any in-person, phone or email with an employee of the City of San Jose Percent of
within the last 12 months (including police, receptionists, planners or any others)? respondents
No 68%
Yes 32%
Total 100%

Question 20: City Employees

What was your impression of the employee(s) of the City of

San Jose in your most recent contact? Excellent  Good | Fair | Poor | Total
Knowledge 24% 45% | 26% | 5% | 100%
Responsiveness 25% 31% | 28% | 16% | 100%
Courtesy 20% 45% | 25% | 10% | 100%
Overall impression 19% 39% | 28% | 15% | 100%

Question 21: Government Performance

Please rate the following categories of San Jose government

performance: Excellent Good | Fair | Poor | Total
The value of services for the taxes paid to San Jose 3% 23% | 51% | 23% | 100%
The overall direction that San Jose is taking 5% 26% | 49% | 20% | 100%
The job San Jose government does at welcoming citizen
involvement 8% 30% | 41% | 21% | 100%

Question 22: Custom Question 1

Please rate the following aspects of Mineta San Jose

International Airport: Excellent  Good | Fair | Poor | Total
Overall ease of use of Mineta San Jose International Airport 26% 51% | 19% | 4% | 100%
Availability of flights at Mineta San Jose International Airport 18% 45% | 19% | 18% | 100%

Question 23: Custom Question 2

Do you have water-saving fixtures such as low-flow shower heads and low-flush Percent of
toilets in your home? respondents
No 26%
Yes 74%
Total 100%
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Question 24: Custom Question 3

How important, if at all, is it for you to conserve water in your home? Percent of respondents
Essential 29%
Very important 52%
Somewhat important 16%
Not at all important 3%
Total 100%

Question D1: Employment Status

Are you currently employed for pay? Percent of respondents
No 31%
Yes, full-time 58%
Yes, part-time 11%
Total 100%

Question D2: Mode of Transportation Used for Commute

During a typical week, how many days do you commute to work (for the longest Percent of days
distance of your commute) in each of the ways listed below? mode used
Motorized vehicle (e.g., car, truck, van, motorcycle, etc.) by myself 76%
Motorized vehicle (e.g., car, truck, van, motorcycle, etc.) with other children or adults 10%
Bus, rail, subway or other public transportation 8%
Walk 1%
Bicycle 0%
Work at home 5%
Other 0%

Question D3: Length of Residency

How many years have you lived in San Jose? Percent of respondents
Less than 2 years 9%
2 to 5 years 14%
6 to 10 years 13%
11 to 20 years 18%
More than 20 years 46%
Total 100%
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Question D4: Housing Unit Type

Which best describes the building you live in?

Percent of respondents

One family house detached from any other houses 52%
House attached to one or more houses (e.g., a duplex or townhome) 6%
Building with two or more apartments or condominiums 36%
Mobile home 6%
Other 0%
Total 100%

Question D5: Housing Tenure (Rent/Own)

Is this house, apartment or mobile home... Percent of respondents
Rented for cash or occupied without cash payment 43%
Owned by you or someone in this house with a mortgage or free and clear 57%
Total 100%
Question D6: Monthly Housing Cost
About how much is the total monthly housing cost for the place you live (including
rent, mortgage payment, property tax, property insurance and homeowners" Percent of
association (HOA) fees)? respondents
Less than $300 per month 2%
$300 to $599 per month 9%
$600 to $999 per month 14%
$1,000 to $1,499 per month 13%
$1,500 to $2,499 per month 42%
$2,500 or more per month 20%
Total 100%
Question D7: Presence of Children in Household
Do any children 17 or under live in your household? Percent of respondents
No 56%
Yes 44%
Total 100%
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Question D8: Presence of Older Adults in Household

Are you or any other members of your household aged 65 or older? Percent of respondents
No 77%
Yes 23%
Total 100%

Question D9: Household Income

How much do you anticipate your household's total income before taxes will be for the

current year? (Please include in your total income money from all sources for all Percent of

persons living in your household.) respondents

Less than $24,999 17%
$25,000 to $49,999 28%
$50,000 to $99,999 28%
$100,000 to $149,000 17%
$150,000 or more 9%
Total 100%

Question D10: Ethnicity

Are you Spanish, Hispanic or Latino? Percent of respondents
No, not Spanish, Hispanic or Latino 70%
Yes, | consider myself to be Spanish, Hispanic or Latino 30%
Total 100%

Question D11: Race

What is your race? (Mark one or more races to indicate what race(s) you consider Percent of
yourself to be.) respondents
American Indian or Alaskan Native 1%
Asian, Asian Indian or Pacific Islander 35%
Black or African American 4%
White 50%
Other 15%

Total may exceed 100% as respondents could select more than one option
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Question D12: Age

In which category is your age? Percent of respondents
18 to 24 years 6%
25 to 34 years 22%
35 to 44 years 17%
45 to 54 years 25%
55 to 64 years 13%
65 to 74 years 10%
75 years or older 8%
Total 100%

Question D13: Gender

What is your sex? Percent of respondents
Female 52%
Male 48%
Total 100%

Question D14: Registered to Vote
Are you registered to vote in your jurisdiction? Percent of respondents
No 27%
Yes 69%
Ineligible to vote 4%
Total 100%
Question D15: Voted in Last General Election
Many people don't have time to vote in elections. Did you vote in the last general Percent of
election? respondents
No 25%
Yes 66%
Ineligible to vote 9%
Total 100%
Question D16: Has Cell Phone

Do you have a cell phone? Percent of respondents
No 9%
Yes 91%
Total 100%
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Question D17: Has Land Line

Do you have a land line at home? Percent of respondents
No 25%
Yes 75%
Total 100%

Question D18: Primary Phone

If you have both a cell phone and a land line, which do you consider your primary Percent of
telephone number? respondents
Cell 43%
Land line 43%
Both 14%
Total 100%
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FREQUENCIES INCLUDING “DON’'T KNOW"” RESPONSES
These tables contain the percentage of respondents for each response category as well as the “n” or total number of
respondents for each category, next to the percentage.

Question 1: Quality of Life

Please rate each of the following aspects of quality of life in San Don't
Jose: Excellent Good Fair Poor know Total
San Jose as a place to live 18% | 44 | 54% | 130 | 23% | 55 | 4% 10 0% 0 100% | 240
Your neighborhood as a place to live 14% | 32 | 53% | 125 | 26% 61 | 7% |18 | 0% 0 | 100% | 237
San Jose as a place to raise children 9% |22 39% | 93 | 37% | 88| 6% | 14| 8% 20 | 100% | 238
San Jose as a place to work 14% | 32 | 47% | 110 | 21% | 49 | 11% | 26 7% 15 | 100% | 233
San Jose as a place to retire 3% 7 | 20% | 46 | 33% | 75| 33% | 76 | 12% | 27 | 100% | 231
The overall quality of life in San Jose 5% | 13 | 56% | 135 | 34% | 82 | 3% 8 1% 1 100% | 239

Question 2: Community Characteristics

Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to Don't
San Jose as a whole: Excellent Good Fair Poor know Total

Sense of community 6% | 14  28% | 63 | 41% | 95 | 19% | 44 | 6% 13 | 100% | 229
Openness and acceptance of the community towards people of

diverse backgrounds 16% | 38 | 49% | 115 | 24% | 56 | 8% | 18 | 4% 9 | 100% | 237
Overall appearance of San Jose 7% | 17 | 47% | 113 | 36% | 86 | 9% | 22 | 0% 1 | 100% | 239
Cleanliness of San Jose 8% | 19 | 44% | 105 | 33% | 79 | 14% | 34 | 0% 1 100% | 238
Overall quality of new development in San Jose 7% | 17 | 43% | 102 | 28% | 67 | 8% | 19 | 13% | 31 | 100% | 236
Variety of housing options 8% | 18 1 39% | 93 | 30% | 71 | 18% | 42 | 5% 13 | 100% | 237
Overall quality of business and service establishments in San Jose | 13% | 32 | 44% | 106 | 34% | 80 | 7% | 16 | 2% 5 | 100% | 238
Shopping opportunities 27% | 65 | 48% | 116 | 21% | 50 | 3% 7 1% 2 | 100% | 240
Opportunities to attend cultural activities 19% | 45 | 41% @ 97 | 28% | 67 | 5% | 13| 8% 18 | 100% | 240
Recreational opportunities 13% | 30 | 38% | 89 | 38% | 90 7% | 16 | 5% 12 | 100% | 237
Employment opportunities 7% | 16 | 36% | 86 | 27% | 64 | 23% | 54 | 9% 21 | 100% | 240
Educational opportunities 10% | 23 | 45% | 108 | 31% | 74 | 11% | 26 | 3% 8 | 100% | 240
Opportunities to participate in social events and activities 12% | 29 | 39% | 94  32% | 75 7% | 17 | 10% | 23 | 100% | 238
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Question 2: Community Characteristics

Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to Don't
San Jose as a whole: Excellent Good Fair Poor know Total

Opportunities to participate in religious or spiritual events and

activities 12% | 28 | 42% | 100 | 23% | 55 3% 6 | 20% | 48 | 100% | 237
Opportunities to volunteer 20% | 47 | 38% | 90 | 22% | 52 | 2% 6 | 18% | 42 | 100% | 237
Opportunities to participate in community matters 8% |20 37% | 86 | 29% | 69 | 8% | 18 | 18% | 42 | 100% | 234
Ease of car travel in San Jose 5% | 12 | 34% | 80 | 35% | 83 | 23% | 56 | 3% 6 | 100% | 237
Ease of bus travel in San Jose 9% | 22 | 23% | 55 | 23% | 55 | 13% | 30 | 31% | 74 | 100% | 236
Ease of rail in San Jose 12% | 28 | 22% | 53 | 23% | 55 | 13% 32 | 30% | 71 | 100% | 239
Ease of bicycle travel in San Jose 6% | 13 1 20% @ 48 | 30% | 72 | 15% | 35| 29% | 70 | 100% | 239
Ease of walking in San Jose 8% | 19 | 34% | 81 | 36% | 85 | 15% | 35| 7% 17 | 100% | 237
Availability of paths and walking trails 5% | 13 | 34% | 81 | 31% | 74 | 17% | 40 | 12% | 29 | 100% | 237
Traffic flow on major streets 1% | 3 | 22% | 52 | 40% | 94 | 37% | 88 | 0% 1 | 100% | 238
Amount of public parking 6% | 15| 24% | 56 | 43% | 102 | 23% | 54 | 5% 11 | 100% | 238
Availability of affordable quality housing 4% 9 | 13% | 30 | 32% | 75 | 36% | 86 | 16% | 37 | 100% | 238
Availability of affordable quality child care 1% 3 9% 20 | 31% | 72 | 21% | 49 | 39% | 90 | 100% | 234
Availability of affordable quality health care 4% | 9 | 19% | 46 | 37% | 87 | 24% | 56 | 16% | 38 | 100% | 236
Availability of affordable quality food 10% | 24 | 41% @ 97 | 37% | 87 | 10% 24 | 1% 3 | 100% | 236
Air quality 7% | 16 | 36% | 85 | 44% | 105 | 11% | 27 | 2% 5 100% | 239
Quality of overall natural environment in San Jose 6% | 14 | 36% | 86 | 45% | 107 | 10% | 24 | 3% 7 | 100% | 238
Overall image or reputation of San Jose 8% | 18 | 43% | 101 | 40% | 96 | 8% | 18 | 2% 4 | 100% | 237

Question 3: Growth

Please rate the speed of growth in the

following categories in San Jose over the Much too | Somewhat too Right Somewhat Much too Don't
past 2 years: slow slow amount too fast fast know Total
Population growth 0% 0 3% 8 26% | 61 34% 80 | 17% | 39 | 21% | 50 | 100% | 238
Retail growth (stores, restaurants, etc.) 3% 7 19% 44 49% | 117 | 10% 24 5% 12 1 14% | 33 | 100% | 238
Jobs growth 25% | 60 | 44% 104 | 14% | 33 2% 4 1% 2 | 15% | 35 | 100% | 238
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Question 4: Code Enforcement

To what degree, if at all, are run down buildings, weed lots or junk vehicles a problem in San Jose? Percent of respondents Count
Not a problem 8% 19
Minor problem 24% 56
Moderate problem 42% 97
Major problem 9% 21
Don't know 17% 39
Total 100% 231

Question 5: Community Safety
Please rate how safe or unsafe you feel Somewhat | Neither safe nor Somewhat Very Don't

from the following in San Jose: Very safe safe unsafe unsafe unsafe know Total
Violent crime (e.g., rape, assault, robbery) | 10% | 24 | 35% | 80 24% 56 18% 41 10% | 23 | 3% 7 | 100% | 232
Property crimes (e.g., burglary, theft) 8% | 18 | 23% | 54 29% 67 25% 59 | 10% | 24 | 5% | 11 | 100% | 233
Environmental hazards, including toxic
waste 17% | 40 | 37% 86 25% 59 11% 26 2% 5 8% | 19 | 100% | 234

Question 6: Personal Safety
Please rate how safe or unsafe you Somewhat Neither safe nor Somewhat Very Don't
feel: Very safe safe unsafe unsafe unsafe know Total

In your neighborhood during the
day 42% | 99 | 45% 106 9% 21 2% 5 2% 4 0% 100% | 235
In your neighborhood after dark 15% | 35 | 45% | 105 16% 37 18% 43 4% | 10 | 2% 5 | 100% | 234
In San Jose's downtown area during
the day 17% | 41 | 48% 113 16% 37 10% 23 1% 2 8% 19 | 100% | 235
In San Jose's downtown area after
dark 2% 6 15% 34 14% 34 37% 88 17% | 40 | 14% | 33 | 100% | 235
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Question 7: Contact with Police Department

Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of San Jose Police Don't

Department within the last 12 months? No Yes know Total
Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of San Jose Police
Department within the last 12 months? 69% | 159 | 28% | 64 | 3% | 8 | 100% | 231

Question 8: Ratings of Contact with Police Department

What was your overall impression of your most recent contact with the Don't
City of San Jose Police Department? Excellent Good Fair Poor know Total

What was your overall impression of your most recent contact with the
City of San Jose Police Department? 21% | 14 | 44% | 28 | 14% | 9 | 19% | 12 | 1% 1 | 100% | 64

Question 9: Crime Victim

During the past 12 months, were you or anyone in your household the victim of any crime? Percent of respondents Count
No 87% 200
Yes 12% 28
Don't know 1% 3
Total 100% 231

Question 10: Crime Reporting

If yes, was this crime (these crimes) reported to the police? Percent of respondents Count
No 29% 8
Yes 71% 20
Don't know 0% 0
Total 100% 28
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Question 11: Resident Behaviors

In the last 12 months, about how many times, if ever, have

you or other household members participated in the Once or 3to 12 13 to 26 More than 26
following activities in San Jose? Never twice times times times Total

Used San Jose public libraries or their services 26% | 62 17% | 40 | 30% | 71 | 20% | 46 7% 17 100% | 236
Used San Jose recreation centers 51% | 120 | 21% | 51 21% | 49 4% 9 3% 8 100% | 235
Participated in a recreation program or activity 61% | 141 | 24% | 55 | 9% | 21 3% 7 3% 7 100% | 231
Visited a neighborhood park or City park 14% | 32 | 20% | 48 | 36% | 85 | 17% | 39 | 13% 30 | 100% | 234
Ridden a local bus within San Jose 58% | 135 | 19% | 44 | 8% 18 3% 7 12% 27 100% | 231
Attended a meeting of local elected officials or other local

public meeting 82% | 192 | 11% | 25 5% 11 0% 0 3% 6 100% | 234

Watched a meeting of local elected officials or other City-
sponsored public meeting on cable television, the Internet or

other media 73% | 170 | 13% | 31 9% 22 1% 3 3% 7 100% | 233
Visited the City of San Jose Web site (at www.sanjoseca.gov) | 42% | 99 | 22% | 52 | 27% | 62 | 4% 10 5% 11 100% | 234
Recycled used paper, cans or bottles from your home 4% | 10 9% | 21 | 10% | 22 | 9% | 22 | 68% 159 | 100% | 234
Volunteered your time to some group or activity in San Jose 63% | 145 | 15% | 33 | 10% | 23 4% 9 8% 19 100% | 230
Participated in religious or spiritual activities in San Jose 51% | 120 | 19% | 45 | 12% | 28 | 5% 11 | 13% 31 100% | 236
Participated in a club or civic group in San Jose 73% | 169 | 10% | 22 | 11% | 26 | 2% 4 5% 11 100% | 232
Provided help to a friend or neighbor 6% 14 | 19% | 44 | 39% | 92 | 18% | 43 | 18% 42 100% | 236

Question 12: Neighborliness

About how often, if at all, do you talk to or visit with your immediate neighbors (people who live in the 10 or 20 Percent of
households that are closest to you)? respondents Count
Just about everyday 18% 41
Several times a week 21% 49
Several times a month 23% 55
Less than several times a month 38% 89
Total 100% 234
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Question 13: Service Quality

Please rate the quality of each of the following services in San Don't
Jose: Excellent Good Fair Poor know Total
Police services 13% | 30 | 41% | 96 | 28% | 64 6% | 14 | 13% | 29 | 100% | 233
Fire services 21% | 50 | 46% | 108 | 12% | 27 1% 2 | 20% | 46 | 100% | 234
Ambulance or emergency medical services 21% | 49 | 39% | 92 | 12% | 27 | 0% | 1 | 28% | 65 | 100% | 235
Crime prevention 5% | 10 | 25% | 58 | 37% | 85 | 11% 26 | 22% | 51 | 100% | 230
Fire prevention and education 5% [ 12]30% 70 | 21% | 48 | 5% | 12 | 38% | 88 | 100% | 229
Traffic enforcement 5% | 13 | 44% | 102 | 24% | 57 | 13% | 31 | 13% | 31 100% | 234
Street repair 3% 8 | 16% | 38 | 37% | 87 | 36% 85| 8% 18 | 100% | 235
Street cleaning 8% |18 | 32% | 75 | 38% | 90 | 17% | 39 | 6% 13 | 100% | 236
Street lighting 8% |18 | 33% | 79 | 39% | 93 | 16% | 39 | 3% 8 100% | 237
Sidewalk maintenance 4% | 10 | 29% | 69 | 39% | 92 | 22% | 52 | 5% 12 | 100% | 235
Traffic signal timing 4% | 10 | 29% | 69 | 49% | 116 | 16% | 37 | 2% 4 | 100% | 236
Bus or transit services 10% | 23 | 25% | 58 | 23% | 55 | 11% | 26 | 31% | 72 | 100% | 234
Garbage collection 20% | 47 | 53% | 124 | 19% | 44 | 6% | 15| 2% 6 | 100% | 236
Recycling 25% | 59 | 46% | 107 | 22% | 51 3% 7 4% 10 | 100% | 235
Yard waste pick-up 20% | 48 | 43% | 103 | 13% | 30 8% |18 | 16% | 38 | 100% | 237
Storm drainage 7% | 16 | 35% | 83 | 25% | 59 | 10% | 23 | 23% | 55 | 100% | 236
Drinking water 9% | 20  38% | 87 | 30% | 71 | 14% | 32 | 10% | 22 | 100% | 233
Sewer services 9% | 20 | 38% | 89 | 27% | 63 6% | 15 | 20% | 46 | 100% | 233
City parks 11% | 26 | 51% | 121 | 23% | 53 7% | 16 | 8% 19 | 100% | 234
Recreation programs or classes 6% | 14 | 23% | 53 | 19% | 45 7% | 17 | 45% | 105 | 100% | 234
Recreation centers or facilities 6% | 15 27% | 63 | 18% | 43 | 10% | 22 39% | 91 | 100% | 234
Land use, planning and zoning 2% | 4 | 16% | 36 | 29% | 67 | 9% | 21 | 44% | 102 | 100% | 231
Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc.) 2% | 5 | 17% | 39 | 32% | 74 | 17% | 40 | 32% | 75 | 100% | 232
Animal control 6% | 15 25% @ 60 | 28% | 66 9% | 21 | 31% | 74 | 100% | 236
Economic development 4% | 9 | 19% @ 44 | 30% 70 | 17% | 40 | 31% | 72 | 100% | 235
Services to seniors 9% | 21 | 18% | 42 | 19% @ 44 | 9% | 22 | 45% | 105 | 100% | 234
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Question 13: Service Quality

Please rate the quality of each of the following services in San Don't
Jose: Excellent Good Fair Poor know Total

Services to youth 5% |12 1 13% | 29 | 22% | 51 | 14% | 32 | 47% | 110 | 100% | 235
Services to low-income people 6% | 14 22% | 50 | 18% | 41 | 12% | 29 | 42% | 97 | 100% | 232
Public library services 18% | 43 | 40% | 94 | 23% | 54 | 4% | 9 | 15% | 34 | 100% | 235
Public information services 5% | 12 22% | 50 | 30% | 68 | 7% | 16 | 36% | 83 | 100% | 230
Emergency preparedness (services that prepare the community for

natural disasters or other emergency situations) 5% | 11 [ 17% | 41 | 21% | 48 | 17% 40 | 40% | 93 | 100% | 232
Preservation of natural areas such as open space, farmlands and

greenbelts 5% | 11 23% | 53 | 30% | 70 | 15% | 34 | 28% | 66 | 100% | 235
Graffiti removal 5% | 12 | 15% | 35 | 34% | 77 | 23% | 52 | 23% | 53 | 100% | 230
Gang prevention efforts 3% 7 | 16% | 39 | 23% | 53 | 26% | 61 | 32% | 75 | 100% | 235
Street tree maintenance 5% |12 27% | 64 | 35% | 82 | 23% | 54 10% | 24 | 100% | 236
Building permit services 1% | 4 | 8% | 20 | 21% | 51 9% | 21 | 60% | 142 | 100% | 236

Question 14: Government Services Overall

Overall, how would you rate the quality of the services provided by Don't
each of the following? Excellent Good Fair Poor know Total
The City of San Jose 6% | 14 | 37% | 87 | 41% | 98 | 9% | 22 7% 16 | 100% | 236
The Federal Government 7% | 16 | 20% | 47 | 36% | 85 | 19% | 46 | 18% | 42 | 100% | 236
The State Government 3% | 8 | 20% | 47 | 39% 92 | 23% | 55 | 14% | 34 | 100% | 237
Santa Clara County Government 7% | 16 | 28% | 66 | 36% | 85 | 13% | 30 | 16% | 38 | 100% | 236

Question 15: Recommendation and Longevity

Please indicate how likely or unlikely you are to do Somewhat Somewhat Very Don't
each of the following: Very likely likely unlikely unlikely know Total
Recommend living in San Jose to someone who asks 23% | 55 | 55% 130 9% 22 1M1% | 25 | 2% | 4 | 100% | 235
Remain in San Jose for the next five years 52% | 123 | 27% 64 12% 28 5% 11 4% | 9 | 100% | 235
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Question 16: Impact of the Economy

What impact, if any, do you think the economy will have on your family income in the next 6 months? Do you Percent of
think the impact will be: respondents Count

Very positive 3% 7

Somewhat positive 14% 32
Neutral 36% 85
Somewhat negative 39% 93
Very negative 8% 19
Total 100% 237

Question 17: Contact with Fire Department

Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of San Jose Fire Don't
Department within the last 12 months? No Yes know Total

Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of San Jose Fire
Department within the last 12 months? 82% | 196 | 15% | 37 | 2% 5 | 100% | 238

Question 18: Ratings of Contact with Fire Department

What was your overall impression of your most recent contact with the Don't
City of San Jose Fire Department? Excellent Good Fair Poor know Total

What was your overall impression of your most recent contact with the
City of San Jose Fire Department? 39% | 14 | 25% 9 | 19% | 7 | 17% | 6 | 0% 0 | 100% | 36
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Question 19: Contact with City Employees

Have you had any in-person, phone or email with an employee of the City of San Jose within the last 12 months Percent of
(including police, receptionists, planners or any others)? respondents Count
No 68% 160
Yes 32% 76
Total 100% 236

Question 20: City Employees

What was your impression of the employee(s) of the City of San Jose in Don't
your most recent contact? Excellent Good Fair Poor know Total
Knowledge 24% | 18 | 44% | 33 | 25% | 19 | 5% 4 2% 1 | 100% | 76
Responsiveness 25% | 19 | 31% | 24 | 28% | 21 | 16% | 12 | 0% 0 | 100% | 76
Courtesy 20% | 15 | 44% | 34 | 25% | 19 | 10% | 8 1% 1 100% | 76
Overall impression 19% | 14 | 39% | 29 | 28% | 21 | 15% | 11 | 0% 0 | 100% | 76
Question 21: Government Performance
Please rate the following categories of San Jose government Don't
performance: Excellent Good Fair Poor know Total
The value of services for the taxes paid to San Jose 3% | 7 | 20% | 47 | 43% | 104 | 20% | 47 | 14% | 34 | 100% | 239
The overall direction that San Jose is taking 4% | 10 | 23% | 54 | 44% | 103 | 18% | 42 | 12% | 27 | 100% | 235
The job San Jose government does at welcoming citizen
involvement 6% | 14 | 22% | 51 | 30% | 71 15% | 36 | 26% | 62 | 100% | 235
Question 22: Custom Question 1
Please rate the following aspects of the San Jose International Don't
Airport Excellent Good Fair Poor know Total
Overall ease of use of Mineta San Jose International Airport 22% | 52 | 43% | 101 | 16% | 38 | 3% 7 16% | 38 | 100% | 236
Availability of flights at Mineta San Jose International Airport 15% | 35 | 37% | 87 | 16% | 38 | 15% | 34 | 17% | 40 | 100% | 235
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Question 23: Custom Question 2

Do you have water-saving fixtures such as low-flow shower heads and low-flush toilets in your home? Percent of respondents ~ Count
No 22% 53
Yes 64% 153
Don't know 14% 32
Total 100% 239

Question 24: Custom Question 3

How important, if at all, is it for you to conserve water in your home? Percent of respondents Count
Essential 29% 69
Very important 52% 123
Somewhat important 16% 37
Not at all important 3% 8
Total 100% 237

Question D1: Employment Status

Are you currently employed for pay? Percent of respondents Count
No 31% 72
Yes, full-time 58% 136
Yes, part-time 11% 26
Total 100% 234
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Question D2: Mode of Transportation Used for Commute

During a typical week, how many days do you commute to work (for the longest distance of your commute) in each of the = Percent of days mode
ways listed below? used

Motorized vehicle (e.g., car, truck, van, motorcycle, etc.) by myself 76%

Motorized vehicle (e.g., car, truck, van, motorcycle, etc.) with other children or adults 10%

Bus, rail, subway or other public transportation 8%

Walk 1%

Bicycle 0%

Work at home 5%

Other 0%

Question D3: Length of Residency

How many years have you lived in San Jose? Percent of respondents Count
Less than 2 years 9% 21
2 to 5 years 14% 34
6 to 10 years 13% 31
11 to 20 years 18% 42
More than 20 years 46°% 109
Total 100% 237

Question D4: Housing Unit Type
Which best describes the building you live in? Percent of respondents Count

One family house detached from any other houses 52% 123
House attached to one or more houses (e.g., a duplex or townhome) 6% 14
Building with two or more apartments or condominiums 36% 84
Mobile home 6% 13
Other 0% 1
Total 100% 235
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Question D5: Housing Tenure (Rent/Own)

Is this house, apartment or mobile home... Percent of respondents Count
Rented for cash or occupied without cash payment 43% 99
Owned by you or someone in this house with a mortgage or free and clear 57% 130
Total 100% 229

Question D6: Monthly Housing Cost

About how much is the total monthly housing cost for the place you live (including rent, mortgage payment, property Percent of
tax, property insurance and homeowners" association (HOA) fees)? respondents Count

Less than $300 per month 2% 6
$300 to $599 per month 9% 20
$600 to $999 per month 14% 31
$1,000 to $1,499 per month 13% 29
$1,500 to $2,499 per month 42% 96
$2,500 or more per month 20% 46
Total 100% 227

Question D7: Presence of Children in Household

Do any children 17 or under live in your household? Percent of respondents Count
No 56% 130
Yes 44% 101
Total 100% 231

Question D8: Presence of Older Adults in Household

Are you or any other members of your household aged 65 or older? Percent of respondents Count
No 77% 183
Yes 23% 53
Total 100% 236
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Question D9: Household Income

How much do you anticipate your household's total income before taxes will be for the current year? (Please include in Percent of
your total income money from all sources for all persons living in your household.) respondents Count
Less than $24,999 17% 38
$25,000 to $49,999 28% 64
$50,000 to $99,999 28% 63
$100,000 to $149,000 17% 39
$150,000 or more 9% 21
Total 100% 224
Question D10: Ethnicity

Are you Spanish, Hispanic or Latino? Percent of respondents Count
No, not Spanish, Hispanic or Latino 70% 160
Yes, | consider myself to be Spanish, Hispanic or Latino 30% 68
Total 100% 228

Question D11: Race
What is your race? (Mark one or more races to indicate what race(s) you consider yourself to be.) Percent of respondents Count

American Indian or Alaskan Native 1% 2
Asian, Asian Indian or Pacific Islander 35% 80
Black or African American 4% 9
White 50% 115
Other 15% 35

Total may exceed 100% as respondents could select more than one option
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Question D12: Age

In which category is your age? Percent of respondents Count
18 to 24 years 6% 15
25 to 34 years 22% 52
35 to 44 years 17% 39
45 to 54 years 25% 59
55 to 64 years 13% 30
65 to 74 years 10% 24
75 years or older 8% 18
Total 100% 237

Question D13: Gender

What is your sex? Percent of respondents Count
Female 52% 123
Male 48% 112
Total 100% 234

Question D14: Registered to Vote

Are you registered to vote in your jurisdiction? Percent of respondents Count
No 25% 58
Yes 63% 149
Ineligible to vote 3% 8
Don't know 9% 21
Total 100% 236
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Question D15: Voted in Last General Election

Many people don't have time to vote in elections. Did you vote in the last general election? Percent of respondents Count
No 24% 58
Yes 66% 155
Ineligible to vote 9% 21
Don't know 1% 2
Total 100% 236
Question D16: Has Cell Phone
Do you have a cell phone? Percent of respondents Count
No 9% 22
Yes 91% 213
Total 100% 235
Question D17: Has Land Line
Do you have a land line at home? Percent of respondents Count
No 25% 60
Yes 75% 176
Total 100% 235

Question D18: Primary Phone

If you have both a cell phone and a land line, which do you consider your primary telephone number? Percent of respondents | Count
Cell 43% 67
Land line 43% 68
Both 14% 23
Total 100% 157
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY METHODOLOGY

The National Citizen Survey™ (The NCS™) was developed to provide local jurisdictions an accurate,
affordable and easy way to assess and interpret resident opinion about important community issues.
While standardization of question wording and survey methods provide the rigor to assure valid
results, each jurisdiction has enough flexibility to construct a customized version of The NCS™ that
asks residents about key local services and important local issues.

Results offer insight into residents’ perspectives about local government performance and as such
provide important benchmarks for jurisdictions working on performance measurement. The NCS™
is designed to help with budget, land use and strategic planning as well as to communicate with
local residents. The NCS™ permits questions to test support for local policies and answers to its
questions also speak to community trust and involvement in community-building activities as well
as to resident demographic characteristics.

SURVEY VALIDITY

The question of survey validity has two parts: 1) how can a jurisdiction be confident that the results
from those who completed the questionnaire are representative of the results that would have been
obtained had the survey been administered to the entire population? and 2) how closely do the
perspectives recorded on the survey reflect what residents really believe or do?

To answer the first question, the best survey research practices were used for the resources spent to
ensure that the results from the survey respondents reflect the opinions of residents in the entire
jurisdiction. These practices include:

Using a mail-out/mail-back methodology, which typically gets a higher response rate than
phone for the same dollars spent. A higher response rate lessens the worry that those who did
not respond are different than those who did respond.

Selecting households at random within the jurisdiction to receive the survey. A random
selection ensures that the households selected to receive the survey are similar to the entire
population. A non-random sample may only include households from one geographic area, or
from households of only one type.

Over-sampling multi-family housing units to improve response from hard-to-reach, lower
income, or younger apartment dwellers.

Selecting the respondent within the household using an unbiased sampling procedure; in this
case, the “birthday method.” The cover letter included an instruction requesting that the
respondent in the household be the adult (18 years old or older) who most recently had a
birthday, irrespective of year of birth.

Contacting potential respondents three times to encourage response from people who may
have different opinions or habits than those who would respond with only a single prompt.
Soliciting response on jurisdiction letterhead signed by the highest ranking elected official or
staff member, thus appealing to the recipients’ sense of civic responsibility.

Providing a self-addressed, postage-paid return envelope.

Offering the survey in Spanish when appropriate and requested by City officials.

Using the most recent available information about the characteristics of jurisdiction residents to
weight the data to reflect the demographics of the population.

The answer to the second question about how closely the perspectives recorded on the survey
reflect what residents really believe or do is more complex. Resident responses to surveys are
influenced by a variety of factors. For questions about service quality, residents” expectations for
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service quality play a role as well as the “objective” quality of the service provided, the way the
resident perceives the entire community (that is, the context in which the service is provided), the
scale on which the resident is asked to record his or her opinion and, of course, the opinion, itself,
that a resident holds about the service. Similarly a resident’s report of certain behaviors is colored
by what he or she believes is the socially desirable response (e.g., reporting tolerant behaviors
toward “oppressed groups,” likelihood of voting a tax increase for services to poor people, use of
alternative modes of travel to work besides the single occupancy vehicle), his or her memory of the
actual behavior (if it is not a question speculating about future actions, like a vote), his or her
confidence that he or she can be honest without suffering any negative consequences (thus the
need for anonymity) as well as the actual behavior itself.

How closely survey results come to recording the way a person really feels or behaves often is
measured by the coincidence of reported behavior with observed current behavior (e.g., driving
habits), reported intentions to behave with observed future behavior (e.g., voting choices) or
reported opinions about current community quality with objective characteristics of the community
(e.g., feelings of safety correlated with rates of crime). There is a body of scientific literature that has
investigated the relationship between reported behaviors and actual behaviors. Well-conducted
surveys, by and large, do capture true respondent behaviors or intentions to act with great
accuracy. Predictions of voting outcomes tend to be quite accurate using survey research, as do
reported behaviors that are not about highly sensitive issues (e.g., family abuse or other illegal or
morally sanctioned activities). For self-reports about highly sensitive issues, statistical adjustments
can be made to correct for the respondents’ tendency to report what they think the “correct”
response should be.

Research on the correlation of resident opinion about service quality and “objective” ratings of
service quality tend to be ambiguous, some showing stronger relationships than others. NRC’s own
research has demonstrated that residents who report the lowest ratings of street repair live in
communities with objectively worse street conditions than those who report high ratings of street
repair (based on road quality, delay in street repair, number of road repair employees). Similarly,
the lowest rated fire services appear to be “objectively” worse than the highest rated fire services
(expenditures per capita, response time, “professional” status of firefighters, breadth of services and
training provided). Whether or not some research confirms the relationship between what residents
think about a community and what can be seen “objectively” in a community, NRC has argued that
resident opinion is a perspective that cannot be ignored by government administrators. NRC
principals have written, “If you collect trash three times a day but residents think that your trash
haul is lousy, you still have a problem.”

SURVEY SAMPLING

“Sampling” refers to the method by which survey recipients were chosen. All households within the
City of San José were eligible to participate in the survey; 1,200 were selected to receive the
survey. These 1,200 households were randomly selected from a comprehensive list of all housing
units within the City of San José boundaries. The basis of the list of all housing units was a United
States Postal Service listing of housing units within zip codes. Since some of the zip codes that
serve the City of San José households may also serve addresses that lie outside of the jurisdiction,
the exact geographic location of each housing unit was compared to jurisdiction boundaries, using
the most current municipal boundary file (updated on a quarterly basis), and addresses located
outside of the City of San José boundaries were removed from consideration.

The National Citizen Survey™
77



City of San José | 2011

To choose the 1,200 survey recipients, a systematic sampling method was applied to the list of
households known to be within the City of San José. Systematic sampling is a procedure whereby a
complete list of all possible items is culled, selecting every Nth one until the appropriate amount of
items is selected. Multi-family housing units were over sampled as residents of this type of housing
typically respond at lower rates to surveys than do those in single-family housing units.

FIGURE 89: LOCATION OF SURVEY RECIPIENTS

The National Citizen Survey™
San Jose, CA 2011

® Survey Recipient

An individual within each household was selected using the birthday method. The birthday method
selects a person within the household by asking the “person whose birthday has most recently
passed” to complete the questionnaire. The underlying assumption in this method is that day of

birth has no relationship to the way people respond to surveys. This instruction was contained in
the cover letter accompanying the questionnaire.
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In response to the growing number of the cell-phone population (so-called “cord cutters”), which
includes a large proportion of young adults, questions about cell phones and land lines are
included on The NCS™ questionnaire. As of the middle of 2010 (the most recent estimates available
as of the end of 2010), 26.6% of U.S. households had a cell phone but no landline." Among
younger adults (age 18-34), 53.7% of households were “cell-only.” Based on survey results, San
José has an overall “cord cutter” population similar to the nationwide 2010 estimates

FIGURE 90: PREVALENCE OF CELL-PHONE ONLY RESPONDENTS IN SAN JOSE

55+ - 1%
35-54 - 19%
18-34 - 45%
0% 2 5' % 5 (; % 75' % 1 O;) %

Percent of respondents reporting having a "cell phone" only

SURVEY ADMINISTRATION

Selected households received three mailings, one week apart, beginning September 14, 2011. The
first mailing was a prenotification postcard that included English, Spanish and Vietnamese text
announcing the upcoming survey. The next mailing contained a letter from the city auditor inviting
the household to participate, an invitation for recipients to request a Spanish or Vietnamese
language survey, a questionnaire and a postage-paid return envelope. The final mailing contained a
reminder letter, an invitation to request a Spanish or Vietnamese language survey, another
guestionnaire and a postage-paid return envelope. The second cover letter asked those who had not
completed the survey to do so and those who have already done so to refrain from turning in
another survey. Completed surveys were collected over the following seven weeks.

SURVEY RESPONSE RATE AND CONFIDENCE INTERVALS

It is customary to describe the precision of estimates made from surveys by a “level of confidence”
and accompanying “confidence interval” (or margin of error). A traditional level of confidence, and
the one used here, is 95%. The 95% confidence interval can be any size and quantifies the
sampling error or imprecision of the survey results because some residents' opinions are relied on
to estimate all residents' opinions. The confidence interval for the City of San José survey is no
greater than plus or minus six percentage points around any given percent reported for the entire
sample (253 completed surveys). Survey responses were tracked by each quadrant of the City. Of
the completed surveys, 81 were from the Northwest quadrant of the City, 54 were from the
Northeast, 64 were from the Southwest, and 53 were from the Southeast quadrant of San José. One
Vietnamese survey was completed.

A 95% confidence interval indicates that for every 100 random samples of this many residents, 95
of the confidence intervals created will include the “true” population response. This theory is

! http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/wireless201012.pdf
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applied in practice to mean that the “true” perspective of the target population lies within the
confidence interval created for a single survey. For example, if 75% of residents rate a service as
“excellent” or “good,” then the 4% margin of error (for the 95% confidence interval) indicates that
the range of likely responses for the entire jurisdiction is between 71% and 79%. This source of
error is called sampling error. In addition to sampling error, other sources of error may affect any
survey, including the non-response of residents with opinions different from survey responders.
Though standardized on The NCS, on other surveys, differences in question wording, order,
translation and data entry, as examples, can lead to somewhat varying results.

For subgroups of responses, the margin of error increases because the sample size for the subgroup
is smaller. For subgroups of approximately 100 respondents, the margin of error is plus or minus 10
percentage points

SURVEY PROCESSING (DATA ENTRY)

Completed surveys received by NRC were assigned a unique identification number. Additionally,
each survey was reviewed and “cleaned” as necessary. For example, a question may have asked a
respondent to pick two items out of a list of five, but the respondent checked three; NRC staff
would choose randomly two of the three selected items to be coded in the dataset.

Once all surveys were assigned a unique identification number, they were entered into an
electronic dataset. This dataset was subject to a data entry protocol of “key and verify,” in which
survey data were entered twice into an electronic dataset and then compared. Discrepancies were
evaluated against the original survey form and corrected. Range checks as well as other forms of
quality control were also performed.
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SURVEY DATA WEIGHTING

The demographic characteristics of the survey sample were compared to those found in the 2010
Census estimates for adults in the City of San José. Sample results were weighted using the
population norms to reflect the appropriate percent of those residents. Other discrepancies between
the whole population and the sample were also aided by the weighting due to the intercorrelation
of many socioeconomic characteristics.

The variables used for weighting were housing tenure, housing unite type, race, ethnicity and sex
and age. This decision was based on:

The disparity between the survey respondent characteristics and the population norms for these
variables

The saliency of these variables in detecting differences of opinion among subgroups

The importance to the community of correct racial or ethnic representation

The primary objective of weighting survey data is to make the survey sample reflective of the larger
population of the community. This is done by: 1) reviewing the sample demographics and
comparing them to the population norms from the most recent Census or other sources and 2)
comparing the responses to different questions for demographic subgroups. The demographic
characteristics that are least similar to the Census and yield the most different results are the best
candidates for data weighting. A third criterion sometimes used is the importance that the
community places on a specific variable. For example, if a jurisdiction feels that accurate race
representation is key to staff and public acceptance of the study results, additional consideration
will be given in the weighting process to adjusting the race variable.

A special software program using mathematical algorithms is used to calculate the appropriate
weights. Data weighting can adjust up to 5 demographic variables. Several different weighting
“schemes” may be tested to ensure the best fit for the data.

The process actually begins at the point of sampling. Knowing that residents in single family
dwellings are more likely to respond to a mail survey, NRC oversamples residents of multi-family
dwellings to ensure their proper representation in the sample data. Rather than giving all residents
an equal chance of receiving the survey, this is systematic, stratified sampling, which gives each
resident of the jurisdiction a known chance of receiving the survey (and apartment dwellers, for
example, a greater chance than single family home dwellers). As a consequence, results must be
weighted to recapture the proper representation of apartment dwellers.

The results of the weighting scheme are presented in the table on the following page.
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San Jose, CA Citizen Survey Weighting Table

Characteristic

Population Norm?

Unweighted Data

Weighted Data

Housing

Rent home 42% 34% 43%
Own home 58% 66% 57%
Detached unit 60% 57% 58%
Attached unit 40% 43% 42%
Race and Ethnicity

White 45% 53% 46%
Not white 55% 47 % 54%
Not Hispanic 71% 89% 70%
Hispanic 29% 11% 30%
White alone, not Hispanic 32% 49% 35%
Hispanic and/or other race 68% 51% 65%
Sex and Age

Female 50% 51% 52%
Male 50% 49% 48%
18-34 years of age 33% 12% 28%
35-54 years of age 40% 41% 42%
55+ years of age 27% 47 % 31%
Females 18-34 16% 10% 15%
Females 35-54 20% 23% 21%
Females 55 + 14% 18% 16%
Males 18-34 17% 3% 13%
Males 35-54 20% 17% 21%
Males 55 + 12% 29% 14%

2 Source: 2010 Census
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SURVEY DATA ANALYSIS AND REPORTING

The survey dataset was analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).
Frequency distributions were presented in the body of the report.

Use of the “Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor” Response Scale

The scale on which respondents are asked to record their opinions about service and community
quality is “excellent,” “good,” “fair” or “poor” (EGFP). This scale has important advantages over
other scale possibilities (very good to very bad; very satisfied to very dissatisfied; strongly agree to
strongly disagree, as examples). EGFP is used by the plurality of jurisdictions conducting citizen
surveys across the U.S. The advantage of familiarity was one that NRC did not want to dismiss
when crafting The National Citizen Survey™ questionnaire, because elected officials, staff and
residents already are acquainted with opinion surveys measured this way. EGFP also has the
advantage of offering three positive options, rather than only two, over which a resident can offer
an opinion. While symmetrical scales often are the right choice in other measurement tasks, NRC
has found that ratings of almost every local government service in almost every jurisdiction tend, on
average, to be positive (that is, above the scale midpoint). Therefore, to permit finer distinctions
among positively rated services, EGFP offers three options across which to spread those ratings.
EGFP is more neutral because it requires no positive statement of service quality to judge (as agree-
disagree scales require) and, finally, EGFP intends to measure absolute quality of service delivery or
community quality (unlike satisfaction scales which ignore residents’ perceptions of quality in favor
of their report on the acceptability of the level of service offered).

“Don’t Know” Responses

On many of the questions in the survey respondents may answer “don’t know.” The proportion of
respondents giving this reply is shown in the full set of responses included in Appendix A.
However, these responses have been removed from the analyses presented in the body of the
report. In other words, the tables and graphs display the responses from respondents who had an
opinion about a specific item.

Benchmark Comparisons

NRC has been leading the strategic use of surveys for local governments since 1991, when the
principals of the company wrote the first edition of what became the classic text on citizen
surveying. In Citizen Surveys: how to do them, how to use them, what they mean, published by
ICMA, not only were the principles for quality survey methods articulated, but both the idea of
benchmark data for citizen opinion and the method for gathering benchmark data were pioneered.
The argument for benchmarks was called “In Search of Standards.” “What has been missing from a
local government’s analysis of its survey results is the context that school administrators can supply
when they tell parents how an 80 percent score on the social studies test compares to test results
from other school systems...”

NRC’s database of comparative resident opinion is comprised of resident perspectives gathered in
citizen surveys from approximately 500 jurisdictions whose residents evaluated local government
services. Conducted with typically no fewer than 400 residents in each jurisdiction, opinions are
intended to represent over 30 million Americans. NRC has innovated a method for quantitatively
integrating the results of surveys that are conducted by NRC with those that others have conducted.
The integration methods have been thoroughly described not only in the Citizen Surveys book, but
also in Public Administration Review, Journal of Policy Analysis and Management. Scholars who
specialize in the analysis of citizen surveys regularly have relied on this work (e.g., Kelly, J. &
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Swindell, D. (2002). Service quality variation across urban space: First steps towards a model of
citizen satisfaction. Journal of Urban Affairs, 24, 271-288.; Van Ryzin, G., Muzzio, D., Immerwahr,
S., Gulick, L. & Martinez, E. (2004). Drivers and consequences of citizen satisfaction: An
application of the American Customer Satisfaction Index Model to New York City, Public
Administration Review, 64, 331- 341). The method described in those publications is refined
regularly and statistically tested on a growing number of citizen surveys in NRC's proprietary
databases. NRC’s work on calculating national benchmarks for resident opinions about service
delivery and quality of life won the Samuel C. May award for research excellence from the Western
Governmental Research Association.

The comparison evaluations are from the most recent survey completed in each jurisdiction; most
communities conduct surveys every year or in alternating years. NRC adds the latest results quickly
upon survey completion, keeping the benchmark data fresh and relevant.

The Role of Comparisons

Benchmark comparisons are used for performance measurement. Jurisdictions use the comparative
information to help interpret their own citizen survey results, to create or revise community plans,
to evaluate the success of policy or budget decisions and to measure local government
performance. Taking the pulse of the community has little meaning without knowing what pulse
rate is too high and what is too low. When surveys of service satisfaction turn up “good” citizen
evaluations, jurisdictions need to know how others rate their services to understand if “good” is
good enough. Furthermore, in the absence of national or peer community comparisons, a
jurisdiction is left with comparing its fire protection rating to its street maintenance rating. That
comparison is unfair. Streets always lose to fire. More important and harder questions need to be
asked; for example, how do residents’ ratings of fire service compare to opinions about fire service
in other communities?

A police department that provides the fastest and most efficient service — one that closes most of its
cases, solves most of its crimes and keeps the crime rate low — still has a problem to fix if the
residents in the community it intends to protect believe services are not very good compared to
ratings given by residents to their own objectively “worse” departments. The benchmark data can
help that police department — or any department — to understand how well citizens think it is
doing. Without the comparative data, it would be like bowling in a tournament without knowing
what the other teams are scoring. NRC recommends that citizen opinion be used in conjunction
with other sources of data about budget, personnel and politics to help managers know how to
respond to comparative results.

Jurisdictions in the benchmark database are distributed geographically across the country and range
from small to large in population size. Most commonly, comparisons are made to the entire
database. Comparisons may also be made to subsets of jurisdictions (for example, within a given
region or population category). Despite the differences in jurisdiction characteristics, all are in the
business of providing local government services to residents. Though individual jurisdiction
circumstances, resources and practices vary, the objective in every community is to provide
services that are so timely, tailored and effective that residents conclude the services are of the
highest quality. High ratings in any jurisdiction, like SAT scores in any teen household, bring pride
and a sense of accomplishment.

Comparison of San José to the Benchmark Database

The City of San José chose to have comparisons made to the entire database. A benchmark
comparison (the average rating from all the comparison jurisdictions where a similar question was
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asked) has been provided when a similar question on the City of San José Survey was included in
NRC'’s database and there were at least five jurisdictions in which the question was asked. For most
questions compared to the entire dataset, there were more than 100 jurisdictions included in the
benchmark comparison.

Where comparisons for quality ratings were available, the City of San José’s results were generally
noted as being “above” the benchmark, “below” the benchmark or “similar” to the benchmark. For
some questions — those related to resident behavior, circumstance or to a local problem — the
comparison to the benchmark is designated as “more,” “similar” or “less” (for example, the percent
of crime victims, residents visiting a park or residents identifying code enforcement as a problem.)
In instances where ratings are considerably higher or lower than the benchmark, these ratings have
been further demarcated by the attribute of “much,” (for example, “much less” or “much above”).
These labels come from a statistical comparison of the City of San José 's rating to the benchmark
where a rating is considered “similar” if it is within the margin of error; “above,” “below,” “more”
or “less” if the difference between your jurisdiction’s rating and the benchmark is greater the
margin of error; and “much above,” “much below,” “much more” or “much less” if the difference
between your jurisdiction’s rating and the benchmark is more than twice the margin of error.

n i
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APPENDIX OC: SURVEY MATERIALS

The following pages contain copies of the survey materials sent to randomly selected households
within the City of San José.
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Dear City of San José
Resident,

Your household has been
randomly selected to
participate in a citizen
survey about the City of San
José. You will receive a copy
of the survey next week in
the mail with instructions for
completing and returning it.
Please be assured that your
answers will be kept
anonymous. Thank you in
advance for helping us with
this important project!

Sincerely,

=

Estimado residente de la
ciudad de San José,

Su hogar ha sido
seleccionado para participar
en una encuesta anénima de
ciudadanos sobre la Ciudad
de San José. Usted recibira
una copia de la encuesta la
préxima semana por correo
con instrucciones en com-
pletar y regresar la encuesta.
Gracias de antemano por su
ayuda con este proyecto
importante!

Atentamente,

Sharon W. Erickson

Than G&i Cong Dan
Thanh Phé San José,

Gia dinh cta quy vi dwoc
chon ngéu nhién dé tham
gia vao cudc khdo sat cong
dan v& Thanh Phd San José.
Quy vi s& nhan mot ban
khao sét trong tudn t&i qua
dwong bwu dién véi nhiing
hwéng dan dién vao va gdi
tra lai. Xin nhé réing cau trd
|&i ctia quy vi s& dwoc gidu
tén. Cam on quy vi da gilp
chting t6i hoan tat dy an
quan trong nay!

Than mén,

City Auditor/Auditor de la Ciudad /Giam dinh vién thanh phd
The City of San José/La Ciudad de San José /Thanh Phé San José

Dear City of San José
Resident,

Your household has been
randomly selected to
participate in a citizen
survey about the City of San
José. You will receive a copy
of the survey next week in
the mail with instructions for
completing and returning it.
Please be assured that your
answers will be kept
anonymous. Thank you in
advance for helping us with
this important project!

Sincerely,

=

Estimado residente de la
ciudad de San José,

Su hogar ha sido
seleccionado para participar
en una encuesta anénima de
ciudadanos sobre la Ciudad
de San José. Usted recibira
una copia de la encuesta la
préxima semana por correo
con instrucciones en com-
pletar y regresar la encuesta.
Gracias de antemano por su
ayuda con este proyecto
importante!

Atentamente,

Sharon W. Erickson

Than G&i Cong Dan
Thanh Phé San José,

Gia dinh cta quy vi dwoc
chon ngéu nhién dé tham
gia vao cudc khdo sat cong
dan v& Thanh Phd San José.
Quy vi s& nhan mot ban
khao sét trong tudn t&i qua
dwong bwu dién véi nhivng
hwéng dan dién vao va gdi
tra lai. Xin nhé réing cau trd
|&i clia quy vi s& dwoc gidu
tén. Cam on quy vi da gilp
chting t6i hoan tat dy an
quan trong nay!

Than mén,

City Auditor/Auditor de la Ciudad /Giam dinh vién thanh phd
The City of San José/La Ciudad de San José /Thanh Phé San José

Dear City of San José
Resident,

Your household has been
randomly selected to
participate in a citizen
survey about the City of San
José. You will receive a copy
of the survey next week in
the mail with instructions for
completing and returning it.
Please be assured that your
answers will be kept
anonymous. Thank you in
advance for helping us with
this important project!

Sincerely,

=

Estimado residente de la
ciudad de San José,

Su hogar ha sido
seleccionado para participar
en una encuesta anénima de
ciudadanos sobre la Ciudad
de San José. Usted recibira
una copia de la encuesta la
préxima semana por correo
con instrucciones en com-
pletar y regresar la encuesta.
Gracias de antemano por su
ayuda con este proyecto
importante!

Atentamente,

Sharon W. Erickson

Than G&i Cong Dan
Thanh Phé San José,

Gia dinh cta quy vi dwoc
chon ngéu nhién dé tham
gia vao cuQc khéo sat cong
dan v& Thanh Phd San José.
Quy vi s& nhan mot ban
khao sét trong tudn t&i qua
dwong bwu dién véi nhiing
hwéng dan dién vao va gdi
tra lai. Xin nhé réng cau trd
|&i ctia quy vi s& dwoc gidu
tén. Cam on quy vi da gilp
chting t6i hoan tat dy an
quan trong nay!

Than mén,

City Auditor/Auditor de la Ciudad /Giam dinh vién thanh phd
The City of San José/La Ciudad de San José /Thanh Phé San José

Dear City of San José
Resident,

Your household has been
randomly selected to
participate in a citizen
survey about the City of San
José. You will receive a copy
of the survey next week in
the mail with instructions for
completing and returning it.
Please be assured that your
answers will be kept
anonymous. Thank you in
advance for helping us with
this important project!

Sincerely,

=

Estimado residente de la
ciudad de San José,

Su hogar ha sido
seleccionado para participar
en una encuesta anénima de
ciudadanos sobre la Ciudad
de San José. Usted recibira
una copia de la encuesta la
préxima semana por correo
con instrucciones en com-
pletar y regresar la encuesta.
Gracias de antemano por su
ayuda con este proyecto
importante!

Atentamente,

Sharon W. Erickson

Than G&i Cong Dan
Thanh Phé San José,

Gia dinh cta quy vi dwoc
chon ngéu nhién dé tham
gia vao cudc khéo sat cong
dan v& Thanh Phd San José.
Quy vi s& nhan mot ban
khao sét trong tudn t&i qua
dwong bwu dién véi nhiing
hwéng dan dién vao va gdi
tra lai. Xin nh& réng cau trd
|&i ctia quy vi s& dwoc gidu
tén. Cam on quy vi da gilp
chting t6i hoan tat dy an
quan trong nay!

Than mén,

City Auditor/Auditor de la Ciudad /Giam dinh vién thanh phd
The City of San José/La Ciudad de San José /Thanh Phé San José
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SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Office of the City Auditor
Sharon W. Erickson, City Auditor

September 2011
Dear City of San José Resident:

The City of San Jose wants to know what you think about our community and City government. You have
been randomly selected to participate in San José’s 2011 Citizen Survey.

En este documento la Ciudad le de a usted una oportunidad importante para decirnos lo que piensa de los
servicios de la Ciudad, y su opinion de la calidad de vida aqui en San José. Se seleccion6 su hogar al azar
para participar en esta encuesta. Si usted no puede hacer la encuesta incluida en inglés por favor llamenos al
ndmero (408) 535-1232 para pedir una cépia de la encuesta en espainol. Todos sus respuestas se quedaran
completamente anénimos. jDeseamos sus opiniones! Favor de entregar la encuesta en el sobre adjunto, lo
cual esta con franqueo pagado. Muchas gracias.

Thanh Phd San Jose muén biét quy vi nghi gi vé cong dong va chanh quyén thanh phé. Gia dinh cla quy vi
dwoc chon ngau nhién dé tham gia vao Ban Khado Sat Céng Dan 2011 cla San Jose. Thanh Phé muébn cho
quy vi ¢6 co hoi chia s& v&i ching t6i cAm nghi vé& cac dich vu cung cap va Y kién cla quy vi vé mtrc do
doi sbng tai San Jose. Cau tra 1&i cla quy vi sé gitip cho Hoi Ddng Thanh Phd lay nhing quyét dinh anh
hwéng dén cong ddng ching ta. Quy vi s& thy nhirng cau hdi nay rat thi vi va chéc chan cau tra |&i cla
quy vi sé rat hiru ich. Xin hay tham gia! Néu quy vi khong thé dién ban khao sat bang tiéng Anh trong tap
tai liéu, xin goi cho chung to6i theo sb (408) 535-1217 dé 4y ban khao sat tiéng Viét. Quy vi s& nhan ban
khado sat va bao thw da trd cuwdc phi dé g&i lai cho chiing t6i. Tt ca cau tra |&i clia quy vi s& hoan toan an
danh. Xin gitp chdng tdi thay dbi twong lai clia San José. Cam on quy vi da danh thdi gian tham gia

Please take a few minutes to fill out the enclosed Citizen Survey. Your answers will help the San José City
Council make decisions that affect our community. You should find the questions interesting and we will
definitely find your answers useful. Please participate!

To get a representative sample of San José residents, the adult (anyone 18 years or older) in your household
who most recently had a birthday should complete this survey. Year of birth of the adult does not matter.

Please have the appropriate member of the household spend the few minutes to answer all the questions and
return the survey in the enclosed postage-paid envelope. Your responses will remain completely
anonymous.

Your participation in this survey is very important — especially since your household is one of only a small
number of households being surveyed. If you have any questions about the Citizen Survey please call
(408) 535-1250.

Please help us shape the future of San José. Thank you for your time and participation.

Sincerely,

Sharon W. Erickson
City Auditor

200 E. Santa Clara Street, San José, CA 95113
Telephone: (408) 535-1250  Fax: (408) 292-6071 Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/auditor/




SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Office of the City Auditor
Sharon W. Erickson, City Auditor

September 2011
Dear City of San José Resident:

About one week ago, you should have received a copy of the enclosed survey. If you completed it and sent it
back, we thank you for your time and ask you to discard this survey. Please do not respond twice. If you have
not had a chance to complete the survey, we would appreciate your response. The City of San Jose wants to know
what you think about our community and municipal government. You have been randomly selected to participate
in the City of San José’s 2011 Citizen Survey.

En este documento la Ciudad le de a usted una oportunidad importante para decirnos lo que piensa de los
servicios de la Ciudad, y su opinion de la calidad de vida aqui en San José. Se seleccioné su hogar al azar para
participar en esta encuesta. Si usted no puede hacer la encuesta incluida en inglés por favor llamenos al ndimero
(408) 535-1232 para pedir una copia de la encuesta en espanol. Todos sus respuestas se quedaran completamente
anonimos. j{Deseamos sus opiniones! Favor de entregar la encuesta en el sobre adjunto, lo cudl estd con franqueo
pagado. Muchas gracias.

Thanh Phé San José mudn biét quy vi nghi gi vé cong ddng va chanh quyén thanh phé. Gia dinh cla quy vi dwoc
chon ngau nhién dé tham gia vao Ban Khao Sat Cong Dan 2011 cta San José. Thanh Phé muén cho quy vi c6 co
hoi chia s& v&i chung tdi cAdm nghi vé cac dich vu cung clp va y kién cla quy vi v& mirc do doi sdng tai San
Jose. Cau tré 1& clia quy vi s& gitip cho Hoi Ddng Thanh Phd 18y nhitng quyét dinh &nh hwéng dén cong ddng
chuing ta. Quy vi s& thy nhirng cau hdi nay rat thi vi va chac chén cau trd 1&i cla quy vi sé rat hivu ich. Xin hay
tham gia! Néu quy vi khong thé dién ban khao sat bang tiéng Anh trong tap tai liéu, xin goi cho ching tdi theo
s6 (408) 535-1217 dé 14y ban khao sat tiéng Viét. Quy vi s& nhan ban khdo st va bao thw da trd cuwéc phi dé
g&i lai cho chiing t6i. Tt ca cau tra |&i cla quy vi s& hoan toan an danh. Xin gitp ching toi thay déi twong lai
cla San José. Cam on quy vi da danh th&i gian tham gia.

Please take a few minutes to fill out the enclosed Citizen Survey. Your answers will help the City Council make
decisions that affect our community. You should find the questions interesting and we will definitely find your
answers useful. Please participate!

To get a representative sample of San José residents, the adult (anyone 18 years or older) in your household who
most recently had a birthday should complete this survey. Year of birth of the adult does not matter.

Please have the appropriate member of the household spend the few minutes to answer all the questions and
return the survey in the enclosed postage-paid envelope. Your responses will remain completely anonymous.

Your participation in this survey is very important — especially since your household is one of only a small
number of households being surveyed. If you have any questions about the Citizen Survey please call
(408) 535-1250.

Please help us shape the future of San José. Thank you for your time and participation.

Sincerely,

Sharon W. Erickson
City Auditor

200 E. Santa Clara Street, San José, CA 95113
Telephone: (408) 535-1250  Fax: (408)292-6071 Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/auditor/




The City of San José 2011 Citizen Survey

Please complete this questionnaire if you are the adult (age 18 or older) in the household who most recently had
a birthday. The adult's year of birth does not matter. Please select the response (by circling the number or
checking the box) that most closely represents your opinion for each question. Your responses are anonymous
and will be reported in group form only.

1. Please rate each of the following aspects of quality of life in San José:

Excellent Good Fair Poor  Don't know
San José as a place to liVe .......eieeeuiiiiiiiiei e 1 2 3 4 5
Your neighborhood as a place to live..........coocoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicceiee e, 1 2 3 4 5
San José as a place to raise children ..........ccooviiiiiiiiiiiii e, 1 2 3 4 5
San José as a place to WOrK ........ooouiiiiiiiiiiceie e 1 2 3 4 5
San José as a Place to retire .........cccuveeeeciiieeeiee e 1 2 3 4 5
The overall quality of life in San JOSE ..........cccoiiiieiiiiiiiicee e 1 2 3 4 5
2. Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to San José as a whole:
Excellent Good Fair Poor  Don't know

Sense Of COMMUNILY.....cuuiiiiiiiie ettt e e e e 1 2 3 4 5
Openness and acceptance of the community toward people of

diverse backgrounds...........oooocuviiiiii i 1 2 3 4 5
Overall appearance of San JOSE............eeviieieeciiiiiiiieeeccieeee e 1 2 3 4 5
Cleanlingss Of SAN JOSE........coooviiumieeeieeeeeeeeeeeee e 1 2 3 4 5
Overall quality of new development in San JOSé .........ccccovveeeieeeicinnnnne.... 1 2 3 4 5
Variety of NOUSING OPLIONS .....uvvviieiiiiiiiiiiieee e e e 1 2 3 4 5
Overall quality of business and service establishments in San José........... 1 2 3 4 5
ShOPPING OPPOITUNITIES ....evviieieeeeeeeiiiieee e e e eeeciee e e eeeeciie e e e e e e eeeaaaneeaaeeas 1 2 3 4 5
Opportunities to attend cultural activities................coooeeviiiiiiiieeeiiiiene. 1 2 3 4 5
Recreational OpPOrtUNITIES .......ccvvviiiieiieeiiiiiiee e e e e e e e e e eeeeanns 1 2 3 4 5
Employment OpportUuNnities .........cccuvviieieiieeciiieee et eeis 1 2 3 4 5
Educational OpPOrtUNItIES ........coceiuiviiiieeieeciiieee e eeeciiieee e e eeeirreeeeeeeeenns 1 2 3 4 5
Opportunities to participate in social events and activities ....................... 1 2 3 4 5
Opportunities to participate in religious or spiritual events

AN ACHIVITIES 1.evvieeieiiieeeiciieeeeiieeeeeieeeeestieeeesteeeeetaeeessnsaeeeesnseeesasaaeesnns 1 2 3 4 5
Opportunities t0 VOIUNTEET ............cocvuiiieiee et 1 2 3 4 5
Opportunities to participate in community matters.........c.ceevvvvvuviieeeeeeennns 1 2 3 4 5
Ease of car travel in San JOSE .......oouueeeiiiieeeeee e 1 2 3 4 5
Ease of bus travel in San JOSE .....coooovieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 1 2 3 4 5
Ease of rail travel in San JOSE .......ouumeeeeiiieieeeeeee e 1 2 3 4 5
Ease of bicycle travel in San JOSE...........ooooiiuieiiiiiie e 1 2 3 4 5
Ease of walking in San JOSé ..........c..ovviiiiiiiiiiiiie e 1 2 3 4 5
Availability of paths and walking trails ..........c..c.cocooiiiiiiiiiiii e 1 2 3 4 5
Traffic flow 0N MajOr SrEELS.......oeiiiieeiiiiieie e 1 2 3 4 5
Amount of public Parking ...........oooiiiiiii e 1 2 3 4 5
Availability of affordable quality housing ..........cccoccveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii. 1 2 3 4 5
Availability of affordable quality child care .........cc.cccoooeiiiiiiiiiiii 1 2 3 4 5
Availability of affordable quality health care .................cooeeeiiiiiiiiinn. 1 2 3 4 5
Availability of affordable quality food ..........cccccoooeiiiiiiiii e 1 2 3 4 5
AT QUANTTY 1ot 1 2 3 4 5
Quality of overall natural environment in San José...........cccovveeeeiveeeennne.. 1 2 3 4 5
Overall image or reputation of San JOSE .......ceeeeveiiieeiiiiieeeee e, 1 2 3 4 5

3. Please rate the speed of growth in the following categories in San José over the past 2 years:
Much Somewhat Right Somewhat  Much Don't
too slow too slow amount too fast __ too fast know

Population growth .........cccveieeiiiiiiiiiieee e, 1 2 3 4 5 6
Retail growth (stores, restaurants, etc.)........ccccceveeeennen.. 1 2 3 4 5 6
JODS GrOWth....eiiiiiiiicee e 1 2 3 4 5 6
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ENational Citizen Survey™

11.

12.

To what degree, if at all, are run down buildings, weed lots or junk vehicles a problem in San José?
O Not a problem O Minor problem O Moderate problem O Major problem O Don’t know

Please rate how safe or unsafe you feel from the following in San José:

Very Somewhat Neither safe  Somewhat  Very Don't

safe safe nor unsafe unsafe unsafe know
Violent crime (e.g., rape, assault, robbery) ..................... 1 2 3 4 5 6
Property crimes (e.g., burglary, theft)................cc.c....... 1 2 3 4 5 6
Environmental hazards, including toxic waste................. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Please rate how safe or unsafe you feel:

Very Somewhat Neither safe  Somewhat  Very Don't

safe safe nor unsafe unsafe unsafe know
In your neighborhood during the day.............cccceeeennnen. 1 2 3 4 5 6
In your neighborhood after dark..............ccccooeeiiiiiennni.. 1 2 3 4 5 6
In San José's downtown area during the day .................. 1 2 3 4 5 6
In San José's downtown area after dark ...........cccuvvevenenn. 1 2 3 4 5 6

Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of San José Police Department within the
last 12 months?
O No =2 Go to Question 9 O Yes =» Go to Question 8 O Don’t know =» Go to Question 9

8. What was your overall impression of your most recent contact with the City of San José Police Department?
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor O Don't know

During the past 12 months, were you or anyone in your household the victim of any crime?
O No = Go to Question 11 O Yes = Go to Question 10 O Don’t know = Go to Question 11

10. If yes, was this crime (these crimes) reported to the police?
O No O Yes O Don't know

In the last 12 months, about how many times, if ever, have you or other household members participated in the
following activities in San José?
Onceor 3to12 13to 26 More than

Never twice times times 26 times

Used San José public libraries or their services...........cccccoovveiivieiieeeeeeennns 1 2 3 4 5
Used San JOSE reCreation CENTEIS. .......ccoeviiiiiiiieeeeeeee e 1 2 3 4 5
Participated in a recreation program or activity ............ccccceevevivniereeeeeennnns 1 2 3 4 5
Visited a neighborhood park or City park..........cccocveeiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeeiine. 1 2 3 4 5
Ridden a local bus within San JOSE........ccoooviiiiiieiiiiiieeeee e, 1 2 3 4 5
Attended a meeting of local elected officials or other local public

INEETINE 1evtuieeeeeettttiiuieeeeeeeeetauuunaaaeeeeeeeessssnnsaeaeesssssssnnnnaesesesssssnnnnneeeaaees 1 2 3 4 5
Watched a meeting of local elected officials or other City-sponsored

public meeting on cable television, the Internet or other media............ 1 2 3 4 5
Visited the City of San José Web site (at www.sanjoseca.gov) .................. 1 2 3 4 5
Recycled used paper, cans or bottles from your home............ccccccooooennis 1 2 3 4 5
Volunteered your time to some group or activity in San José.................... 1 2 3 4 5
Participated in religious or spiritual activities in San José.......................... 1 2 3 4 5
Participated in a club or civic group in San José...........ccccccoevviiiviieeeeeeennnns 1 2 3 4 5
Provided help to a friend or neighbor ... 1 2 3 4 5

About how often, if at all, do you talk to or visit with your immediate neighbors (people who live in the 10 or 20
households that are closest to you)?

QO Just about every day

Q Several times a week

Q Several times a month

Q Less than several times a month
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The City of San José 2011 Citizen Survey

13. Please rate the quality of each of the following services in San José:

Excellent Good Fair Poor  Don't know

POLICE SEIVICES ..vvviiieiiie ettt e e e e e e e eeaae e 1 2 3 4 5
| LT AV ol <Y 1 2 3 4 5
Ambulance or emergency medical Services..........ooovveieeiiiiieeciiieeeeiiieeens 1 2 3 4 5
CriME PrEVENTION ....vvvveriieereeerereeereeererereeereereeeerereeeeerreeereetetereeeeeeeeeeaaaaaaaes 1 2 3 4 5
Fire prevention and education ............ccocoeevvieiieiiiiiccciiee e 1 2 3 4 5
Traffic @NforCEMENT.......ccviiiiiiii e 1 2 3 4 5
SEIEET FEPAIT ..vvvvviriiiriiiiiiieieeeeree e ee e e e eereerreeeeeeeeeeeereeaeaeaeaeeeeaaaeeaaaeaaaaaees 1 2 3 4 5
SErEEL ClEANING ..o ettt eeaae e e e 1 2 3 4 5
Street lIGNEING....oi i e 1 2 3 4 5
Sidewalk MainteNANCE ........cccuviiiiiiiii e 1 2 3 4 5
Traffic signal tiMiNg ......ccooeiiiiiiii e 1 2 3 4 5
BUS OF tranSit SEIVICES. .. uuuuuuueieneiiiiiieeinuuueeaeneereensnannnsesasesssesasssasssssanssssnsnee 1 2 3 4 5
Garbage COllECHioN.......c..veiiiiiii e 1 2 3 4 5
RECYCHNG ..ot et eta e e et e e e e ette e e e etaaaeeaes 1 2 3 4 5
Yard waste PICK-UP ....ooeiiiiieiiiiiiee e 1 2 3 4 5
SEOIM AFAINAZE. . .vvvvieieeeeeeiiiiiee e eeeeeceeee e e e e eeeeee e e e e e eeeaaaeeeeeeeeeeassseeaaaeaas 1 2 3 4 5
DrinKiNG Waler ......ccoiiiiiiiiiee et e e 1 2 3 4 5
SEWET SEIVICES ..iiveiiuiieeeeeeeeittiuiiaeeeeeeeessuunnnaaeeseeeessssnnnnessssesssssnsnnneessaaees 1 2 3 4 5
Gty ParKS. oo 1 2 3 4 5
Recreation programs Or ClasSes ...........cooecvviriieieeeiiiiiiieeeeeeeeciiireeeeeeeeeans 1 2 3 4 5
Recreation centers or faCilities............cooovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 1 2 3 4 5
Land use, planning and ZONING ............cooiiiiiiiiiieeieeiiiiieee e eeeeciieeeeeeeeeans 1 2 3 4 5
Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc.) ...........ccccceuvveee... 1 2 3 4 5
ANIMAl CONTIOL ...t e e 1 2 3 4 5
Economic development ...........cooouviiiiiiiiiiiiee e 1 2 3 4 5
SEIVICES 1O SENMIOIS . cuuuuuueeeeeetietiiiiiaeeeeeeettauiunneeeeeeeeessssnnnnaeeessssssssnnnnneeasaaees 1 2 3 4 5
ServiCes 10 YOULN.......ooiiiieiiiiii e 1 2 3 4 5
Services to low-income People .......cc.uvvveiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 1 2 3 4 5
PUBLIC [IDrary ServiCes ........iiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 1 2 3 4 5
Public information SEIVICES .........ceoieiviieieiiiee e eeee e 1 2 3 4 5
Emergency preparedness (services that prepare the community for

natural disasters or other emergency situations) ..........cccccceeeeeeeeecnnnne... 1 2 3 4 5
Preservation of natural areas such as open space, farmlands and

BIEENDEIES ...t e e e e e e e e e e e e eeaaes 1 2 3 4 5
Graffiti remMOVal.........oooiiiiiiiiiii e 1 2 3 4 5
Gang prevention effOrtS........ccueiiiiiiie e eece et 1 2 3 4 5
Street tree MaiNteNANCE..........vvuiuiiieeeeeeeeiiicee et e e e e eevaiee e e eaees 1 2 3 4 5
Building permit SEIVICES.......ccociuuiiiieeie ettt eeeeaae e e e e e e 1 2 3 4 5

14. Overall, how would you rate the quality of the services provided by each of the following?
Excellent Good Fair Poor  Don't know

The City Of SAN JOSE ....oviiiiieiiieeeee e 1 2 3 4 5
The Federal GOVErNMENT ..........veviiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e e eeeaaaees 1 2 3 4 5
The State GOVEINMENT ......cooeiiiiiieie et e 1 2 3 4 5
Santa Clara County GOVEINMENT..........oeviiieeeiiiiiieeeeeeeeicirereeeeeeeeiirreeaeenes 1 2 3 4 5
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15.

16.

17.

19.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Please indicate how likely or unlikely you are to do each of the following:

Very Somewhat  Somewhat Very Don’t

likely likely unlikely unlikely know
Recommend living in San José to someone who asks..................... 1 2 3 4 5
Remain in San José for the next five years ..........cccceeeveeeeiiieeeennee... 1 2 3 4 5

What impact, if any, do you think the economy will have on your family income in the next 6 months? Do you think

the impact will be:

O Very positive O Somewhat positive O Neutral O Somewhat negative O Very negative

Have you had any in-person or phone contact with an employee of the City of San José Fire Department within the last

12 months?
O No = Go to Question 19 O Yes = Go to Question 18 O Don't know =» Go to Question 19

18. What was your overall impression of your most recent contact with the City of San José Fire Department?
O Excellent O Good O Fair O Poor O Don’t know

Have you had any in-person, phone or email contact with an employee of the City of San José within the last 12 months

(including police, receptionists, planners or any others)?
O No = Go to Question 21 O Yes = Go to Question 20

20. What was your impression of the employee(s) of the City of San José in your most recent contact? (Rate each

characteristic below.)

Excellent Good Fair Poor  Don't know
KNOWIBAZE. ....eeeiiiieeeeeee e e e 1 2 3 4 5
RS D ONSIVENESS ... eeeieeeiiiiiiiee e e et ettt eee e e e e e eettaai e eeeeeeseassnnnneaeeaessnssnnannns 1 2 3 4 5
COUIBSY vttt e ettt e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e ettt e e e e e e eeeeasbaaaaeeeaaeeeesssnnnneaaaaees 1 2 3 4 5
Overall IMPrESSION......ccccuiiiiiie et e et e e e e et e ee e e e eeeaaaaeaaaeeeas 1 2 3 4 5
Please rate the following categories of San José government performance:

Excellent Good Fair Poor  Don't know
The value of services for the taxes paid to San José ..........cccccevveeeeeecnnnnenn. 1 2 3 4 5
The overall direction that San José is taking.............ccccoovveiiiiiieiieeiiinnnn.. 1 2 3 4 5
The job San José government does at welcoming citizen involvement..... 1 2 3 4 5
Please rate the following aspects of Mineta San José International Airport:

Excellent Good Fair Poor  Don't know
Overall ease of using Mineta San José International Airport..................... 1 2 3 4 5
Availability of flights at Mineta San José International Airport................... 1 2 3 4 5

Do you have water-saving fixtures such as low-flow shower heads and low-flush toilets in your home?
O No O Yes O Don't know

How important, if at all, is it for you to conserve water in your home?
O Essential

O Very important

O Somewhat important

O Not at all important
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The City of San José 2011 Citizen Survey

Our last questions are about you and your household. Again, all of your responses to this survey are completely
anonymous and will be reported in group form only.

D1

D3.

D4.

D5.

De.

D7.

. Are you currently employed for pay?

O No = Go to Question D3
O Yes, full time =» Go to Question D2
O Yes, part time = Go to Question D2

D2. During a typical week, how many days do you
commute to work (for the longest distance of
your commute) in each of the ways listed below?
(Enter the total number of days, using whole
numbers.)

Motorized vehicle (e.g., car, truck, van,

motorcycle, etc.) by myself ............ days
Motorized vehicle (e.g., car, truck, van,

motorcycle, etc.) with other

children or adults.........cc.ccccoeennnn. days
Bus, rail or other public

transportation ..........c...coeeeeinvneneennnn. days
Walk oo days
BicycCle ..ooviiiiiiiieieeeee days
Work at home .........ccooevvvvieeeeieeennnen. days
Other ..o days

How many years have you lived in San José?
O Less than 2 years O 11-20 years

Q 2-5 years O More than 20 years
Q 6-10 years

Which best describes the building you live in?

O One family house detached from any other houses

O House attached to one or more houses (e.g., a
duplex or townhome)

O Building with two or more apartments or
condominiums

O Mobile home

O Other

Is this house, apartment or mobile home...

O Rented for cash or occupied without cash payment?

O Owned by you or someone in this house with a
mortgage or free and clear?

About how much is your monthly housing cost for
the place you live (including rent, mortgage payment,
property tax, property insurance and homeowners’
association (HOA) fees)?

O Less than $300 per month

Q $300 to $599 per month

Q $600 to $999 per month

O $1,000 to $1,499 per month

O $1,500 to $2,499 per month

O $2,500 or more per month

Do any children 17 or under live in your household?
O No QO Yes

D8.

D9.

D12.

Are you or any other members of your household aged
65 or older?

O No Q Yes

How much do you anticipate your household's total
income before taxes will be for the current year?
(Please include in your total income money from all
sources for all persons living in your household.)

Q Less than $24,999

Q $25,000 to $49,999

Q $50,000 to $99,999

Q $100,000 to $149,999

Q $150,000 or more

Please respond to both questions D10 and D11:

D10. Are you Spanish, Hispanic or Latino?
O No, not Spanish, Hispanic or Latino
O Yes, | consider myself to be Spanish, Hispanic
or Latino

D11. What is your race? (Mark one or more races to
indicate what race you consider yourself to be.)
Q American Indian or Alaskan Native

Q Asian, Asian Indian or Pacific Islander

Q Black or African American

Q White

Q Other

In which category is your age?

QO 18-24 years Q 55-64 years

Q 25-34 years Q 65-74 years

Q 35-44 years Q 75 years or older
Q 45-54 years

D13. What is your sex?
O Female O Male
D14. Are you registered to vote in your jurisdiction?
O No Q Ineligible to vote
O Yes O Don't know
D15. Many people don't have time to vote in elections.
Did you vote in the last general election?
O No Q Ineligible to vote
O Yes O Don't know
D16. Do you have a cell phone?
O No O Yes
D17. Do you have a land line at home?
O No O Yes
D18. If you have both a cell phone and a land line, which

do you consider your primary telephone number?
QO Cell O Land line O Both

Thank you for completing this survey. Please return the completed survey in the postage-paid envelope to:
National Research Center, Inc., PO Box 549, Belle Mead, NJ 08502
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SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Office of the City Auditor
Sharon W. Erickson, City Auditor

Septiembre 2011
Estimado residente de San José:

La Ciudad de San José desea saber qué piensa usted sobre la comunidad y el gobierno municipal. Su hogar es
uno de entre de algunos hogares seleccionados al azar para participar en la Ciudad de San José 2011
Encuesta de los Ciudadanos.

Por favor tome unos pocos minutos para llenar la Encuesta de Ciudadanos adjunta. Sus respuestas ayudaran a
que el Concejo de la Ciudad tome decisiones para mejorar la entrega de los servicios a nuestra comunidad.
Encontrard que las preguntas son interesantes y nosotros definitivamente encontraremos que sus respuestas
son Uutiles. {Por favor participe!

Para obtener una verdadera muestra representativa de los residentes de San José, solicitamos que llene la
encuesta el adulto que haya tenido su cumpleainos mas recientemente. La edad del adulto no importa
siempre que tenga 18 anos de edad o mas. Al seleccionar de ésta forma a la persona que debe llenar la
encuesta, se asegura que la encuesta en los hogares de la ciudad mejorara la exactitud de los resultados.
Por favor tenga usted la seguridad de que sus respuestas se mantendran anénimas.

Por favor, haga que el adecuado miembro del hogar pase unos minutos contestando todas las preguntas y
devuelva la encuesta en el sobre adjunto con el franqueo pagado. Si tiene alguna pregunta acerca de la
Encuesta de los Ciudadanos por favor llamenos al (408) 535-1232.

Su participacion en esta encuesta es muy importante especialmente puesto que su hogar es uno del pequeno
numero que esta siendo encuestado. Por favor, aytidenos a darle forma al futuro de San José. Gracias por su
tiempo y participacion.

Sinceramente,

Sharon W. Erickson
Auditor de la Ciudad
La Ciudad de San José

200 E. Santa Clara Street, San José, CA 95113
Telephone: (408) 535-1250  Fax: (408) 292-6071 Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/auditor/



Encuesta Ciudadana del 2011 de la Ciudad de San José

Por favor complete este cuestionario si usted es el adulto (18 afios 0 mas) de su casa que mas recientemente
haya celebrado su cumpleaios. El ailo de nacimiento del adulto no importa. Por favor encierre en un circulo la
respuesta que mejor represente su opinion en cada pregunta. Sus respuestas son anénimas y solo seran
reportadas en forma general.

1. Por favor clasifique cada uno de los siguientes aspectos de la calidad de vida en San José:

Excelente  Bueno Pasable Bajo No sé
San José como lugar en donde VIVir ...........cocvveiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee e 1 2 3 4 5
Su vecindario como lugar en donde Vivir.........c.coocoiiieiiiiiiieiiie e 1 2 3 4 5
San José como lugar para criar NINOS..........cccvueeeeeciiieeeeiiie e 1 2 3 4 5
San José como lugar para trabajar ............cccoeeviiieiiiii e 1 2 3 4 5
San José como lugar para jubilarse/retirarse .........cccccoeevveeeeccieeeecinieeennne, 1 2 3 4 5
La calidad general de vida en San JOSE..........cocoueeiiiiiiiiiiiiieccciiee e, 1 2 3 4 5
2. Por favor evalide la forma en que cada una de las siguientes caracteristicas se relaciona en general con la Ciudad de San
José:
Excelente  Bueno Pasable Bajo No sé
Sentido de cooperacion COMUNItAria..........ccovueieeeiieeeeiiiiie e e e 1 2 3 4 5
Aceptacion de la comunidad a gente de diferentes
ANTECEAENTES. .. .tiiieeiieeeecieeeeeiieeeeeiteeeestteeeeetaeeeeaseeesasaeeseansaeesasaaaennns 1 2 3 4 5
Aspecto general de la Ciudad de San José..........ccccvvveiiieeeciiiiiieieeeecine, 1 2 3 4 5
LimPieza de SAN JOSE .......ocoiieiiiiiiieee et e e e eeaaee e e e e e e eeannes 1 2 3 4 5
Calidad general de desarrollo nuevo en San José ..........cccceeeeeeeeeccnnneenenn... 1 2 3 4 5
Variedad de opciones de vivienda ...........ccccocooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee 1 2 3 4 5
Calidad general de empresas y establecimientos de servicio
€N SAN JOSE et aaaas 1 2 3 4 5
Suficientes lugares de COMPra......cc.ooieciueieieiiiee e 1 2 3 4 5
Oportunidades para asistir a actividades culturales ...............cccceeevvnnene.n. 1 2 3 4 5
Oportunidades de reCcreacion.........cc.uvveeeeeeeeeciiieeee e eeeeciieeea e 1 2 3 4 5
Oportunidades para empleo .........cccouvvviiiiiieiiiiiiiiecceeccee e 1 2 3 4 5
Oportunidades dUCALIVAS. ..........cooeiuriieeee e eeecciiee e e eeeeiaaeeeaeeen 1 2 3 4 5
Oportunidades para participar en eventos y actividades
SOCTAIES .ttt e et e e e e e e e e e e e ennees 1 2 3 4 5
Oportunidades para participar en eventos y actividades
religiosos 0 @SPIFItUAlES ........cccociuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e, 1 2 3 4 5
Oportunidades para ser voluntario..........c..cccoeeevvvieieiieeciiiiiieee e 1 2 3 4 5
Oportunities para participar en asuntos de comunidad................cccc.oo...... 1 2 3 4 5
Facilidad para andar @n Carro..............coooieeiiiiiieec e 1 2 3 4 5
Facilidad para andar en autobUs. ...........ccoccuviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 1 2 3 4 5
Facilidad para viajar @n treén ........cc.eeeeiiiiieciiiiieee e 1 2 3 4 5
Facilidad para andar en bicicleta..........coooovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e, 1 2 3 4 5
Facilidad para Caminar...........ooooiiiiiiiiiieeiiieeee e e 1 2 3 4 5
Disponibilidad de caminos y senderos para caminar...........ccccceeeeeeeeeennnnes 1 2 3 4 5
Flujo de trafico sobre las calles principales ..........ccccocovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieens 1 2 3 4 5
Disponibilidad de Estacionamiento PUblico ..........ccccvveiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeis 1 2 3 4 5
Disponibilidad de viviendas a precios accesibles.............ccccevvviiiiieeeennnn. 1 2 3 4 5
Guarderias infantiles a precios accesibles............cccoveieiiieieeiiieeeeiieeeenne, 1 2 3 4 5
Asistencia médica a precios accesibles...........coocvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e, 1 2 3 4 5
Disponibilidad de servicios preventivos de salud ...........cc.cccoocveeeeinnnnn. 1 2 3 4 5
Calidad del medio ambiente (Qire) ...........cceeeuveieeiiieeeciiie e 1 2 3 4 5
Calidad del ambiente natural general en San JOS€ .........ccccceevveeeecvieeennee. 1 2 3 4 5
Imagen/reputacion general de San JOSE .........ccceeeeeieiiieniiienieeeieee e 1 2 3 4 5
3. Por favor evalte la rapidez de crecimiento durante los Gltimos 2 aios en las siguientes categorias:
demasiado un poco cantidad un poco muy no
lento lento apropiada rdpido rapido sé
Crecimiento de la poblacion............ccccveeeeciiiiecciieeenee, 1 2 3 4 5 6
Crecimiento del comercio (tiendas, restaurantes,
< (O PP PP PPPPR 1 2 3 4 5 6
Aumento de oportunidad de empleo ..........ccccvveeeennennne. 1 2 3 4 5 6
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11.

12.

sHasta qué grado son problema los edificios en ruinas, lotes de hierba mala o vehiculos chatarra en San José?
O No son problema O Problema menor O Problema moderado O Problema mayor O No sé

Por favor clasifique qué tan seguro o inseguro se siente usted de lo siguiente en San José:

muy mds o menos ni seguro mds o menos muy no

seguro seguro ni inseguro inseguro inseguro sé

Crimen violento (Ej. violacion, ataque, robo) ................. 1 2 3 4 5 6

Crimenes de propiedad (Ej. robo, asalto)........................ 1 2 3 4 5 6

Peligros ambientales, incluyendo desecho toxico........... 1 2 3 4 5 6
Por favor clasifique qué tan seguro o inseguro se siente usted:

muy mds o menos ni seguro mds o menos muy no

seguro seguro ni inseguro inseguro inseguro sé

En su vecindario durante el dia.........cccceeeeeviiieeinieenne. 1 2 3 4 5 6

En su vecindario durante la noche ..................ccocoi. 1 2 3 4 5 6

En el centro de la Ciudad durante el dia..........ccc.c......... 1 2 3 4 5 6

En el centro de la Ciudad durante la noche.................... 1 2 3 4 5 6

;Ha tenido algin contacto en persona o por teléfono con un empleado del Ciudad del Departamento de Policia San
José dentro de los altimos 12 meses?
O No = Vaya a la Pregunta 9 QO Si =» Vaya a la Pregunta 8 O No sé =» Vaya a la Pregunta 9

8. ;Cual fue la impresion general de su contacto mas reciente con el Ciudad del Departamento de Policia San José?
O Excelente Q Buena O Regular Q Deficiente QO No sé

Durante los tltimos 12 meses, ;usted o alguno de los miembros de su familia fue victima de algin crimen?
O No =» Vaya a la pregunta 11 Q Si =» Vaya a la pregunta 10 QO No sé = Vaya a la pregunta 11

10. ;Si usted marcé si, denuncié esos crimenes a la policia?
O No QO si O No sé

Durante los tltimos 12 meses, ;cuantas veces (usted o algin miembro de su familia) particip6 en las siguientes
actividades en la Ciudad de San José?
162 3ali2 13a26 mas de

Nunca veces veces veces 26 veces

Utilizo las bibliotecas publicas de San José y sus servicios................c...... 1 2 3 4 5
Utilizo los centros de recreacion de San JOSE ......ccooovvvvivieceeeeeiiieiiiiinnn. 1 2 3 4 5
Participo en programas o actividades recreativas...............cccoeeevveeeeeeeeennns 1 2 3 4 5
Visité un parque del vecindario o de la Ciudad..............cccccovvveeeieeennnnnnn. 1 2 3 4 5
Utilizé un autobts local dentro de la Ciudad..........ccceeveviiieeiciieeeniienens 1 2 3 4 5
Asistio a una reunién de autoridades locales u otra reunién

PUBIICA ... e e e e 1 2 3 4 5
Miré6 una reunion de oficiales locales electos u otra reunién publica

patrocinada por la Ciudad en television por cable, la Internet u

(oL {03 1 a1<Te [To TSRS PR PP 1 2 3 4 5
Visit6 la Ciudad del sitio en red San José (en www.sanjoseca.gov) .......... 1 2 3 4 5
Reciclé papel, latas o botellas en su €asa ..........ccoeeeuvviiiiiiiieiiiiiiiieeeeeeens 1 2 3 4 5
Trabajo de voluntario en algtn grupo o actividad .............cccccceeeieeeinnnnn. 1 2 3 4 5
Participo en actividades religiosas o espirituales en San José.................... 1 2 3 4 5
Participo en un club o grupo civico en San JOsé..........cccccceevviiivieeeeeeeennnns 1 2 3 4 5
Proporcion6 ayuda a un amigo 0 VECINO ........eeeeeeeeeiiiviiieeeeeeeiiiieeee e e e, 1 2 3 4 5

;Como qué tan a menudo, si lo hace, habla o tiene visita con sus vecinos inmediatos (gente que vive en los 10 o0 20
hogares mas cercanos a usted)?

O Casi todos los dias

Q Varias veces por semana

O Varias veces al mes

O Menos de varias veces al mes
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13. Por favor clasifique la calidad de cada uno de los siguientes servicios en San José:
Excelente

Bueno

Pasable

Bajo

No sé

Servicios de 1a POlICIA c...ieeeiiiiie e
SEervicios de BOMDEIOS. .......eiivieeiiieeiieeiieecieeesiteeereeeaeeesaaeesaseesneeeanaenes
Servicios de Ambulancia / Médicos de Emergencia...........ccccveeeecuveeeennnen.
Prevencion de CriMENES .........cccveeeciieeeieeeieeeieeereeesieeesaseessseesseeessseensnens
Educacién y Prevencion contra Incendios .........cceeeeeeveeeeeiiiiececiiieecenene.
Imposicién de las Leyes de Transito ......cccuveeeeecuieeeeiiiie e e e
Reparacion de Calles ..........oeoeeviiiiiiiiie e
Limpieza de CallS.......ccoouiiiiiiiee et
Huminacion de Calles ........ccvieeiieiiieiiie e
Mantenimiento de Aceras / VEredas...........cccveeeueeerieeeiieesireeenieeesveesneeens
Regulacion de Seméforos / Senales de Transito .......c...eceecvveeeeeciieeeecnenean,
Servicios de AutobUs / TranSPOIE .......cccuveeeeeuiieeeiieeeeeiieeeeeieeeeeiree e e
Recoleccion de Basura...........cccuviecireeiieiiieesie ettt
RECICIAJE ..t et e et e e et e e e e etaaeeeaes
Recoleccion de Desechos del Patio (jardin) ..........cocoevvveeeiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeenns
[T P[P
AZUA POtaDIE ..o
SErviCios de CANEITA ..eccuvveeeeiiiieeiiiieeeeiieeeesiteeeesiaeeeennbaeeeenseeeeenseeeannnees
Parques de Ciudad ...........ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e
Clases 0 Programas RECreativos ...........eeeeeeeeeciiieeeeeeeiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeciineeeeeenns
Centros de RECIEACION .......cccuviiieiiiiieeeiiie ettt e e
Uso, Planificacion y Zonificacion de Terreno..........ccoveeeeecveeeecieeeeeeneennn.

Imposicion de las Ordenanzas (mala hierba, maleza,

edificios abandonados, EEC.).........uuuuururuiviiiiiiiiiieeieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 1
Control de ANIMAlES .......ooiiiiiiieeee e
Desarrollo ECONOMICO .....ueeeiiiiiiiieeeee e

Servicios para Personas Mayores (de la tercera edad,

Ciudadanos de Or0, “SENIONS”) ......uuuuueuuuerrrrusesesssssssssssesssssssssssesssessresnees
Servicios para la juventud .............oocovviieiiiiiiiiiie e
Servicios para Personas de Bajos RECUISOS ..........ceeeeeeeecuuveeeeeeeeeiiiieeeennnn.
Servicios de Bibliotecas PUblicas..............oooovvviiiiiiiiiiiii
Servicios de Informacion PUBIICA .......evvvviiiiiiiiiiieceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee

Preparacion de emergencia (servicios que preparan a la

comunidad para desastres u otras situaciones de emergencia). ............... 1

Preservacion de areas naturales tales como espacio abierto,

tierra de cultivo y Areas VErdes..............ooeeeeeuuveeeeeeeeeciiiieeeeeeeeeeiineeeeeennn
Retiro de 1a pintada..........eeiciieeiiiiiieecceeccee e
Esfuerzos de la prevencion de la cuadrilla..........ccccooooviiiiiiiiiiiiiinann.
Mantenimiento del arbol de la calle.........oooceviiiiiiiiiiiiiii
Servicios de la licencia de 0bras ............oooooeeiiiiiiiieiieiiiieeeeeeeeeieeee e

14. En general, ;como evalua usted los servicios suministrados por...

Excelente

2

N NOMDNMNDNMNNMNMNNMOMNMNMNMDNMNMNMNMMNNMDNMNMNMOMNNDNMNDNNDNDDNDDN

NN N

N NN DN NN

NN DN NN

Bueno

Pasable

3

W W WwwwWwwWwWwww b wwwwwwww

w W W

w W w w w w

W w w W w

N TR ST T s T T S T T S S T S N S S S SN S S N i

RS

BN N SN N N

B N G

Bajo

O1 U101 01 0101 G101 01010101 0101 O 0101 O 01 01 O1 U1

o1 U1 U1

o1 1 01 U1 01 O

U1 01 01 U1 U1

No sé

[a Ciudad de San JOSE ........eeeiiiiiieeeeee e
(I @To) o<1 ¢ a Lo T H=Te (= = | TR RTRT
el Gobierno Estatal.............ceeveveviiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee
Gobierno del Condado de Santa Clara...........ccoovveeeeeieeeciieeeeeeeeeeccieeeen

15. Por favor indique qué tan probable o improbable es usted para hacer cada uno de los siguientes:

Muy
Probable

Algo

2

2

probable

3
3
3
3

Algo

improbable

4

4
4
4

Muy
Improbable

1

o1 U1 U1

No

Recomendarle vivir en San José a alguien que pregunta................. 1

Permanecer en San José para los proximos cinco aios
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16.

17.

19.

21.

22.

23.

24.

3 Qué impacto, si existe, piensa usted que la economia tendra en los ingresos de su familia en los préximos 6 meses?
Usted piensa que el impacto sera:
O Muy positivo O Mas o0 menos positivo O Neutral O Mas o0 menos negativo O Muy negativo

;Ha tenido algin contacto en persona o por teléfono con un empleado del Ciudad del Departmento de Bomberos San
José dentro de los altimos 12 meses?
O No = Vaya a la Pregunta 19 O Si =» Vaya a la Pregunta 18 O No sé =» Vaya a la Pregunta 19

18. 3Cual fue la impresion general de su contacto mas reciente con el Ciudad del Departmentamento de Bomberos San
José?
O Excelente O Buena O Regular O Deficiente O No sé

:Ha tenido contacto personal, teléfono o por correo electronico con algtin empleado de la Ciudad de San José durante
los altimos 12 meses (incluyendo policias, recepcionistas, planificadores u otros)?
O No = Vaya a la pregunta 21 O Si =» Vaya a la pregunta 20

20. ;Cual fue su impresion de los empleados de la Ciudad de San José en su mas reciente contacto? (Evalte cada
caracteristica abajo.)

Excelente  Bueno Pasable Bajo No sé
CONOCTMIBNTO ..ttt et e e e e et eeeeeeas 1 2 3 4 5
YL 0] O L - T PPNt 1 2 3 4 5
COMESTA ettt 1 2 3 4 5
IMPresion GENETAl ..........ooiiiiiiiiiiiiieee et e e e e eeearreeeeeeeeeans 1 2 3 4 5
Por favor clasifique las siguientes categorias del desempeiio gubernamental en San José:

Excelente  Bueno Pasable Bajo No sé
El valor de servicios para los impuestos pagados a San José ..................... 1 2 3 4 5
La direcciéon general que esta tomando San JOS€é .............cooevviiiniieeeeeeennns 1 2 3 4 5
La labor del gobierno de San José para incluir la participacién
Lo VLo F=To P - U PSPPSR 1 2 3 4 5

Por favor clasifique los siguientes aspectos del Aeropuerto Internacional Mineta de San José:
Excelente  Buena Regular Deficiente  No sé

Facilidad general para usar el Aeropuerto Internacional Mineta de

SAN JOSE et aaaas 1 2 3 4 5
Disponibilidad de vuelos en el Aeropuerto Internacional Mineta de

SAN JOSE ettt e ettt et et e e b eaanas 1 2 3 4 5
;Tiene usted aparatos fijos para ahorrar el agua tales como cabezas de ducha de bajo flujo e inodoros de bajo flujo en
su hogar?

O No QO si O No sé

;Qué tan importante, si lo es del todo, es que usted conserve el agua en su hogar?

O Esencial

O Muy importante

O Algo importante

O No importante en absoluto
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Nuestras tltimas preguntas son acerca de usted y su hogar. De nuevo, todas las respuestas son anénimas y seran
reportadas en forma general.

D1. jActualmente esta empleado con sueldo? D8. ;Tiene usted o cualquiera de los miembros de su
O No = Vaya a la Pregunta D3 familia 65 afios 0 mas?
Q Si, tiempo completo = Vaya a la Pregunta D2 ONo OSFSi
O Si, medio tiempo 3 Vaya a la Pregunta D2 D9. ;Cuanto cree usted que sera el ingreso de su familia
D2. Durante una semana tipica, ;cuantos dias hace antes de impuestos para el afio actual? (Por favor
un recorrido hasta el trabajo (para la mayor incluya en su ingreso total todo ingreso de todas las
distancia que recorre) de cada manera en la lista personas de su casa.)
de abajo? (Ponga el niimero total de dias, usando QO Menos de $24,999
nlimeros enteros.) Q $25,000 a $49,999
Vehiculo motorizado (Ej. carro, camién, O $50,000 a $99,999
motocicleta, etc...) solo.................. dias O $100,000 a $149,999
Vehiculo motorizado (Ej. carro, camién, O $150,000 0 méas
elieelieeli, Glie...) Gorm elies miies @ . Por favor responda a ambas preguntas D10 y D11:
AAUIOS weveeeiiiie e dias
Autobs, via férrea u otro D10. ;Es usted Espaiol, Hispano o Latino?
transporte publico..........cccceuvveee.... dias O No, no soy Espariol, Hispano o Latino
CaMiNar ..o dias O Si, me considero Espariol, Hispano o Latino
Bicicleta . ..oooovveeeeeiiieeeiieeeeiee e, dias D11. ;Cual es su raza? (Marque uno o mas grupos que
Trabajar en el hogar ..............cccuu.. dias indiquen lo que usted se considera.)
ORIO et dias QO Indio Americano o nativo de Alaska
D3. ;Cuantos afios tiene usted viviendo en Wichita? Q Asidtico o de las Islas del Pacifico
QO Menos de 2 aios Q 11-20 afos O Negro, Afro-americano
Q 2-5 afios Q  Mas de 20 afios Q Blanco / Caucasico
QO 6-10 afos O Otro
D4. ;Cual describe mejor el edificio en el que vive? D12. ;En que categoria esta su edad?
Q Casa de una sola familia separada de cualquier otra O 18-24 afos O 55-64 aros
casa Q 25-34 afos Q 65-74 anos
Q Casa adjunta a una o mas casas (p.ej., un Q 35-44 anos Q 75 anos o mas
duplex o townhome) O 45-54 anos
O Edificio con dos 0 mds apartamentos o D13. ;Cual es su sexo?
condominios O Femenino O Masculino
Q Hogar movil D14. ;Esta registrado para votar en su jurisdiccion?
Q Otro O No
D5. ;Es esta casa, apartamento o casa rodante / o Ssi
trailer es... O No tengo derecho a votar
O Alquilada o la ocupa sin pago? O No sé
Q .Propia, 0 alguno de su familia la paga con D15. Muchas personas no tienen tiempo para votar en las
hipoteca o ya esta pagado? elecciones. ;Recuerda usted haber votado en la
D6. ;Como cuanto es su costo mensual de vivienda para ultima eleccion general?
el lugar donde vive? (incluyendo renta, pago de O No O No tengo derecho a votar
hipoteca, impuesto de propiedad, seguro de O Ssi O No sé
:)I_rl(z)r)lls‘e);i?ad y cuotas de asociacion de propietarios D16. ;Usted tiene un teléf9no celular?
O Menos de $300 por mes Q No QS
Q $300 a $599 por mes D17. ;Usted tiene una linea de tierra (conexion a la pared)
Q $600 a $999 por mes en el hogar?
Q $1,000 a $1,499 por mes Q No Q Si
O $1,500 a $2,499 por mes D18. Si usted tiene tanto un teléfono celular como una
O $2,500 o0 méas por mes linea de tierra, ;a cual considera como su niimero
D7. ;Algun nifo de 17 afos o menos vive en su hogar? primordial de teléfono?
ONo OSf O Celular O Linea de tierra O Ambos

Gracias por completar esta encuesta. Por favor regrese la encuesta en el sobre prepagado a:
National Research Center, Inc., PO Box 549, Belle Mead, NJ 08502

Page 5 of 5



oo &
SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Vin Phong Giam Dinh Vién Thanh Phof
Sharon W. Erickson, Giam Pinh Vién Thanh Pho

Théang Chin nam 2011
Thén goi Cong Dan Thanh Phd San José:

Thanh Phé San Jose muﬁn biét quy vi nghi gi vé cong dong va chanh quyén thanh phd. Quy vi
dugc chon ngau nhién dé tham gia vao Ban Khao Sat Cong Dan 2011 cta San José.

Xin danh vai phut dé dién vao Ban Khao Sat Cong Dan dinh kém. Cau tra 161 cua quy vi s€ gitip
cho Hoi Dong Thanh Phé San José lay nhirng quyet dinh anh hudéng dén cong dong chung ta.
Quy vi s& thdy nhitng cau hoi nay rat thi vi va chic chan cdu tra 10i caa quy vi s& rat hitu ich.
Xin hay tham gia!

Muén ldy mdt miu cuw dan tiéu biéu ciia San José, ngudi 16m (tir 18 tudi tré 1én) trong gia
dinh c6 ngay sinh nhit gan diy nhat can dién vao ban khio sat nay. Nam sinh cta ngudi
16n khéng quan trong.

Xin yéu cau than quyét thich hop trong gia dinh danh vai phat dé tra 101 tit ca cac cau hoi va goi
tra lai ban khao sat trong bao thu da tra cude phi dinh kém. Cau tra 161 ctia quy vi sé hoan toan
an danh.

Vi€ce tham gia vao ban khao sat nay cua quy vi la diéu rat quan trong — dédc biét vi gia dinh cua
quy vi 1a mot trong nhitng sb it gia dinh dugc khao sat. Néu quy vi c6 bét cir thic mic nao vé
Béan Khao Sat Cong Dan, xin goi s6 (408) 535-1250.

Xin gitip chung toi thay d6i tuong lai ctia San José. Cam on quy vi di danh thoi gian tham gia.

Than min,

Sharon W. Erickson )
Giam dinh vién thanh pho

200 E. Santa Clara Street, San José, CA 95113
Dién thoai: (408) 535-1250 Dién sao: (408) 292-6071 Mang luwdi: www.sanjoseca.gov/auditor/
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Xin dién vao bang cau héi nay néu quy vi la ngudi I6m (tir 18 tudi tré 1én) trong gia dinh c6 ngay sinh nhat gin
day nhit. Nim sinh ciia nguoi 16n khong quan trong. Xin chon cau tra 1oi (bang cach khoanh tron sé hoic danh
diu vao 6) thé hién sat y kién cia quy vi nhit cho tirng cau héi. Cau tra loi ciia quy vi sé an danh va chi duoc
bao cao theo nhém.

1. Xin danh gia tirng khia canh sau day vé mirc do doi séng tai San José:

Xudt sdc Tot Khé Kém  Khong biét
SAN JOSE 1A NOT SONG. ..ottt 1 2 3 4 5
Khu lang gidng ctia quY Vi 13 NOT SONG «...vvveieeeeeceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeen 1 2 3 4 5
San José 12 Noi NUOT day CON .....ooeeviiiieiiie e 1 2 3 4 5
San JOSE [A NOT IAM VIEC....ueeiiiiiiiieeieiiee e 1 2 3 4 5
SaN JOSE 1A NOT NOT MU ..o 1 2 3 4 5
Murc do doi sOng chung tai SAN JOSE ........cvevcuieieeeeeieeeeeeeee e, 1 2 3 4 5
2. Xin danh gia ting dic diém sau day c6 lién quan dén José néi chung:
Xudt sdc Tot Khé Kém  Khong biét

Y thiEC CONG AONE ...t 1 2 3 4 5
Cai mé va chip nhan cong dong dbi véi nhitng ngudi c6

NGUON ZOC A AANG. ...ttt 1 2 3 4 5
B& Ngoai tANG QUAL CUA SAN JOSE ...ttt 1 2 3 4 5
Tinh trang sach S& Clia SaN JOSE .......coooiiviiiiieiieeiciieeeee e 1 2 3 4 5
Pham chat chung v& muac do phat trién méi tai San JOsé........ceeeveeeeennne. 1 2 3 4 5
Nhiéu lra chon gia cir KhAC NRaU .....veeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 1 2 3 4 5
Téng quat phdm chét kinh doanh va thiét 1ap dich vu tai San José............. 1 2 3 4 5
CO RO TMIUA SAM ettt ettt et et eeeee e e e 1 2 3 4 5
Co hoi tham du cac hoat doNg van hda .........ccccvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee 1 2 3 4 5
CO NOT GIAT T v e e e e e s e s e s eee e e ereens 1 2 3 4 5
CO RO VIEC TAM ot 1 2 3 4 5
CO NOT NOC TAP ettt e e e e et ee e e e eeaanes 1 2 3 4 5
Co hoi tham gia vao cac sinh hoat va hoat dong xa hoi...............cceeennnn. 1 2 3 4 5
Co hoi tham gia vao cac sinh hoat tén gido hay tinh than

VA CAC NOAE AONE....ciiiiiiiiiiiee et eeeaaaraea e 1 2 3 4 5
Co hoi 1am VIEC tl NGUYEN ....eviiiiieeeiiieeee et 1 2 3 4 5
Co hoi tham gia vao nhitng van dé cong ddng ........c.coveveveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenn, 1 2 3 4 5
Di lai thoai mai bang xe hoi tai SN JOSE .........cvevevieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeane. 1 2 3 4 5
Di lai thoai mai bang xe buyt tai San JOSE .......c.oveviieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeane. 1 2 3 4 5
Di lai thoai mai bang xe [ra tai San JOSE .......veveveueeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeane. 1 2 3 4 5
Di lai thoai mai bang xe dap tai SaN JOSE ........oveveviieeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeane. 1 2 3 4 5
Di bd thoai MAi tai SAN JOSE.......uuveeeeiiiieiieiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 1 2 3 4 5
C6 nhidu dudng di va UGN MON ...t 1 2 3 4 5
Luong giao thong trén nhitng dudng chanh ..., 1 2 3 4 5
SG ChO dAU XE CONG CONG ..ottt 1 2 3 4 5
C6 nhiéu gia cu tot gid ca Phai ChANG ......c.cveeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee. 1 2 3 4 5
C6 nhiéu noi giir tré tdt, gid ca phai ChANG.....c.ooveveveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee, 1 2 3 4 5
C6 nhiéu noi cham soc stc khoe, gid ca phai chang..........ocoeveeeecveveeenn... 1 2 3 4 5
C6 nhiéu loai thuc phdm ngon, gid ca phai chang ..........ccooeveveeeeveveenne. 1 2 3 4 5
PhAM Chat KNONG KN ...t 1 2 3 4 5
Phiam chat méi trudng tu nhién tdng quat tai San JOSé........ceeveeeeveeeeenennae. 1 2 3 4 5
Hinh anh hay danh tiéng chung ctia San JOsé ............cccoeveveveereeeeeeennn. 1 2 3 4 5

3. Xin danh gia téc d¢ phat trién theo nhirng phan loai sau day tai San José trong 2 nam qua:
Rat Hoi Vira Hoi Rat Khéng
chdm chdm phai nhanh nhanh biét

TANG AN SO ... 1 2 3 4 5 6
Tang ban ¢ (ctra tiém, nha hang, v.v...) cccoeeeiiieeeenen. 1 2 3 4 5 6
TANG VIEC TAM L.viiiiiiiiiee e 1 2 3 4 5 6

Trang 1 trén 5
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Nhirng toa nha dé nat, bai cé dai hay xe phé thai la vin dé khé giai quyét theo mirc do nao tai San José?
O Khéng phai la van dé O Van dé nho Q Van dé trung binh O Van dé I6n O
Khong biét

Xin danh gia quy vi thdy an toan hay khong an toan nhw thé nao tir nhitng diéu sau tai San José:

Rat Hoi ~ Khéngantoan  Hoi Rat Khoéng
an toan an toan ciing khéng nguy hiém _khéng an toan khong an toan biét
Toi pham bao luc (ching han nhu hiép dam, hanh
hung, cuGp BOC) ....ooiieiiiiiiiiieee e 1 2 3 4 5 6
Trom cap tai san (chidng han nhu trdm cip, &n cip)......... 1 2 3 4 5 6
Nguy hai méi trudng, bao gdm chit thai doc hai ............ 1 2 3 4 5 6
Xin danh gia mic do an toan hay khéng an toan:
Rat Hoi Khéng an toan ~ Hoi Rat Khoéng
an toan an toan ciing khéng nguy hiém _khéng an toan khong an toan biét
Tai khu lang gleng clia quy Vi trong Ngay .........ccceeeeuee.. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Tai khu lang giéng ctia quy vi vao ban dém.................... 1 2 3 4 5 6
Tai khu vuc trung tam thanh phé cua San José
tFONE NEAY ..ceiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeriieeee e e e e e e erriree e e e e e eeeraeaaes 1 2 3 4 5 6
Tai khu trung tam ctia San José vao ban dém.................. 1 2 3 4 5 6

Quy vi ¢6 gip hay dién thoai tryc tiép nhan vién ciia S& Canh Sat Thanh Phé San José trong vong 12 thang qua khong?
O Khong =» Sang Cau Hoi 9 Q Co =» Sang Cau Hoi 8 O Khong biét =» Sang Cau Hoi 9
8. An tugng chung ciia quy vi vé lan lién lac gin day nhét véi S¢ Canh Sat Thanh Phé San José la gi?

O Xuat sac Q Tét O Kha Q Kém Q Khong biét
Trong 12 thang qua, c6 phai quy vi hay than quyén trong gia dinh quy vi la nan nhan cia bét cir ti pham nao khong?
O Khong =» Sang Cau Hoi 11 Q Co6 =» Sang Cau Héi 10 O Khong biét = Sang Cau Hoi 11
10. Néu c6, toi pham nay (nhirng tdi pham nay) cé dugc bao cho cinh sat khong?

O Khong QCo O Khong biét

. Trong 12 thang qua, khoang bao nhién lan, néu cé, quy vi hay than quyén khac trong gia dinh c6 tham gia vao nhiing
hoat dong sau day tai San José khong?
Méthay 3dén12 13dén26  Hon

Chua bao gi¢ hai lan lan lan 26 ldn

Str dung thu vién cong cong hay dich vu khac cua San José...................... 1 2 3 4 5
Str dung trung tam gidi tri clia San JOSE .......cooeviiviieeeeeeeiiiiireeee e 1 2 3 4 5
Tham gia vao chuong trinh hay hoat dong gidi tri .....ocoovviiiiiiiiiiieee 1 2 3 4 5
Viéng tham cong vién khu lang giéng hay cong vién Thanh Phé .............. 1 2 3 4 5
Di xe buyt dia phuong trong pham vi San JOsé .........cccooeeiiviiiiiiiieieeeeein, 1 2 3 4 5
Tham du budi hop vién chitc duoc bau chon dia phuong hay budi hop

khac ctia dia PhUONSG......ccoooiiiieiieeeeeeee e 1 2 3 4 5
Xem bubi hop cta céc vién chic dugc bau chon dia phwong hay

budi hop khac cua dia phuong do thanh phé tai tro trén TV,

Internet hay phuong tién KhAc..........c.ooeviiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeecee 1 2 3 4 5
Viéng tham mang ludi caa Thanh Phé San José

(tal WWW.SANJOSECA.BOV) .eeirrrruruunnaeeeeeeerruusunnaeeeeesssssssnnnnaeeesesesssssnnnnnns 1 2 3 4 5

Tai ché gidy, lon hay chai €l 6 NNA c....ovoveeiieececeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 1 2 3 4 5
Tu nguyén danh thoi gian cho mét sé nhém hay hoat dong

T2 SAN JOSE ... e e s 1 2 3 4 5
Tham gia vao céc hoat dong ton gido hay tinh than tai San José................ 1 2 3 4 5
Tham gia vao cau lac bo hay nhém dan chinh tai San José....................... 1 2 3 4 5
Gilp dd ban bé hay hang XOm .........ccoevviiiiiiiiiiieeieee e 1 2 3 4 5

. Quy vi n6i chuyén hay viéng tham hang xém sat bén (nguoi song tai 10 hay 20 gia dinh gin quy vi nhit) khoang bao
nhiéu lan?

Q Gan nhu hang ngay

Q Vai lan mot tuan

Q Vai lan mét thang

Q Chua dén vai lan mot thang

Trang 2 trén 5
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13. Xin danh gia phim chit cia tirng dich vu sau day tai San José:

Xudt sdc Tot Khé Kém  Khong biét
DICH VI CANN SAL .t aeaaaeeaaanees 1 2 3 4 5
[} Tel g2V I a0 10 [ o Vo Y- FE R 1 2 3 4 5
Dich vu xe ctru thuong hay y t& Khan CAp ........cocveveveieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 1 2 3 4 5
NgAN NGUA 101 PRAM ....oiiiiiiiiiiie e e 1 2 3 4 5
Phong ngira va gido duc v& hoa hoan ............c.ceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 1 2 3 4 5
ChAp hanh Ia0 thONG......c.ovieeeeieeeeeeeeeeee e 1 2 3 4 5
Stra Chita AUONG PRG <. 1 2 3 4 5
V& SINA QUINE PR .. 1 2 3 4 5
Chiéu SANE AUINE PRO ..o 1 2 3 4 5
S F T (VS T 1 T DO PSR 1 2 3 4 5
Dinh gi¢ tin hidu giao thoNg ... 1 2 3 4 5
Dich vu xe buyt hay trung chUuy@n..........cocooviuiioiecceeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 1 2 3 4 5
TRAU BOM TAC...uiii it 1 2 3 4 5
T&I CNE oot 1 2 3 4 5
ThAU dON FTAC CAY vt 1 2 3 4 5
TROAL NMUEGC MUA...ciiiiiie ittt ee et e et eeeestaeeeesaaeeeesaaeeeesnaeeeennsaeeeans 1 2 3 4 5
NIGC UGN ..ottt ettt en e 1 2 3 4 5
DECH VU BN CONG e 1 2 3 4 5
CONG VIEN thANK PRS- 1 2 3 4 5
Chuong trinh hay 16p hoc gidi tri......cccvveveiiiiiiiiiie e 1 2 3 4 5
Trung tam hay Co SO IAi T .ccuvvviieeiiiieeiiiiee e 1 2 3 4 5
Sir dung dit, hoach dinh va phan VENG........c.coooveiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee, 1 2 3 4 5
Thuc thi phap luat (co dai, tda nha bo phé, V.v..) oo 1 2 3 4 5
KIEM SOAL AONE VAL ...ttt enenenas 1 2 3 4 5
Ph& trién Kinh 1 ......ovieiii e 1 2 3 4 5
Dich v cho [30 MIEN .ccooiiiiiiieeeeeee e 1 2 3 4 5
Dich vu cho thanh thidu MIEN ......ove e 1 2 3 4 5
Dich vu cho ngudi €6 17 tHC thAD «....eieeeeeeeeee e 1 2 3 4 5
Dich vu thur VIEN CONE CONG ..o 1 2 3 4 5
Dich vu thONg tin CONE CONEG ....cevvvvviiieiieeeiiiieeee et e e e 1 2 3 4 5
Chuan bi cho tinh trang khan cip (dich vu chuan bi cho cong dng
ddi pho vai thién tai hay truong hop khan cAp Khac) ...c.c.oeveveeeeveveenne. 1 2 3 4 5
Bao quan khu thién nhién nhu khéng gian rong rai, nong trai, va
VaNh dai Xan ......oeiiiie e e e e e 1 2 3 4 5
X6a hinh V& DAY tréN tUONE ..vvvveeiiiieeiiiiieee e 1 2 3 4 5
NO e ngan NGlra BANG AANG.......voviiieeeeieeeceeeeeeeee et 1 2 3 4 5
Bao tri cay xanh trén dudng Phd .......cooveeeveeieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 1 2 3 4 5
Dich v Xin PhEP CAE NNA ..o 1 2 3 4 5
14. Nhin chung, quy vi danh gia thé nao vé phim chét dich vu do timg noi sau ,dﬁy cung cap? )
Xuat sac Tot Kha Kém Khoéng biet
Thanh Phd San JOSE..........vuiuieeieiieieiiieicieee et 1 2 3 4 5
Chanh QUYEN LIBN BANG ......vvveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee et 1 2 3 4 5
Chanh QUYEN TIBU BANG ...ttt 1 2 3 4 5
Chanh Quy&n QUAN SaNta Clara ..........coveveueueeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 1 2 3 4 5

Trang 3 trén 5



ENational Citizen Survey™

15.

16.

17.

19.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Xin néu rd quy vi c6 thé hay khong thé thuc hién tirng diéu sau day nhw thé nao:

khéng thé

Khuyén nguoi nao dé nén sdéng tai San José
Van cu ngu tai San José trong ndm nam nira

Hoi Rat Khoéng
khéng thé  biét
4 5
4 5

Quy vi thiy kinh té c6 tac dong gi, néu co, dén lgi tirc gia dinh ciia minh trong 6 thang t6i? Quy vi cho ring tac dong dé

la:
Q Rat tich cuc

O Hoi tich cuc O Trung lap

Q Hoi tiéu cuc

O Rét tidu

cuc

Quy vi c6 gip hay dién thoai truc tiép cho nhan vién ciia S¢ Ciru Héa Thanh Phé San José trong vong 12 thang qua

khong?

O Khéng =» Sang Cau Héi 19

O Co =» Sang Cau Hoi 18

Q Khéng biét & Sang Cau Hoéi 19

18. An tweng chung ciia quy vi vé lan lién lac gin day nhét véi S& Ciru Héa Thanh Phé San José la gi?
QO Khong biét

O Xuét sic

Quy vi ¢ lién lac truc tiép, goi dién thoai hay géi dién thu cho nhan vién ciia Thanh Phé San José trong vong 12 thang

qua (bao gdm canh sat, ngudi tiép tan, ké hoach gia hay bét ci nguwoi nao khac) khong?
O Khong = Sang Cau Hoi 21

O Co6 = Sang Cau Hai 20

20. An tugng ciia quy vi vé (nhitng) nhan vién ciia Thanh Phé San José trong lan lién lac gin day nhét 1a gi? (Panh gia

tirng diic diém dwoi day.)

Tot Khé Kém  Khong biét
HIEU DIEE... vt 2 3 4 5
N L€ et e e ee e e e e s e e e eeeenaes 2 3 4 5
[ Te] 1 1 SRRSO PURUPPPRPPRUPPPRRPRE 2 3 4 5
AN EONG CRUNG .t 2 3 4 5
Xin danh gia cac phan loai sau day vé ning lyc ciia chanh quyén San José: ' )
Tot Kha Kém Khoéng biet
Gia tri cua cac dich vu tir tién thué déng cho San José..........coeceveveennee... 2 3 4 5
Xu hudng chung San José dang theo ...........coooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee. 2 3 4 5
Cong viéc ma chanh quyén San José thuc hién khi chao
don cONg dan tham gia........cccouvviiiiiiiiiiee e 2 3 4 5
Xin danh gia nhiing khia canh sau day vé Phi Truong Quéc Té Mineta San José: ' )
Tot Kha Kém Khoéng biet
Sir dung thuan tién Phi Truong Qudc Té Mineta San JOSé..........c.cvvene...... 2 3 4 5
Nhiéu chuyén bay tai Phi Truong Qudc Té Mineta San JOSé.............c......... 2 3 4 5

Quy vi c6 do dac tiét kiém nwéc nhw voi hoa sen tiét kiém nwéc hay nha vé sinh dgi it nwéc trong nha khong?

QO Khoéng

Tiét kiém nwéc trong nha quan trong ra sao doi voi quy vi?

QO Can thiét

Q Rét quan trong
O Hoi quan trong
O Khéng quan trong gi ca

QO Khong biét

Trang 4 trén 5
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Cau héi sau cuing 1a vé quy vi va gia dinh quy vi. Mot lan nira, tit ca cau tra 19i ctia quy vi trong ban khao sat nay
la hoan toan an danh va chi dwgc bao cao theo nhom.

D1. Quy vi hién c6 di lam lanh lwong khong?
O Khéng =» Sang Cau Hoi D3
O C6, toan nhiém =» Sang Cau Hoi D2
Q €6, khiém nhiém = Sang Cau Héi D2

D2. Trong mét tuin tiéu biéu, quy vi di lam (khoang
cach di lai dai nhit) bing mdi phwong tién néu dwéi
day bao nhiéu ngay? (Ghi téng sé ngay, diing con sb
nguyén.)

Ty di bing xe c6 dong co (chidng han nhu xe hoi, xe
tai, xe van, xe gin may, v.v...)........... ngay

Di bing xe c6 dong co (ching han nhu xe hoi, xe tai,
Xe van, xe gin may, v.v...)

VGi tré em hay nguoi [6n khac ........... ngay
Xe buyt, xe ltra hay phuong tién cong cong

KNAC.. oo

ngay
DiD0. i ngay
X daP . uiiiiee i ngay
Lam Vi€C tai ia....cceeeeeeeeeeeaeeaas ngay
Dang KhaC.........cooevvieiiiiiiiiiiiieicecee, ngay

D3. Quy vi cu ngu tai San José bao nhiéu nam?
Q Chuadén 2 nim O 11-20 nim
Q 2-5 ndm O Hon 20 nam
Q 6-10 ndm

D4. Cau nao md ta dung nhit day nha quy vi dang cw ngu?
O Nha mot gia dinh tach biét v6i nhitng nha khac
QO Nha sat véi mot hay nhiéu nha khac (nhu nha lién
vach hay ké vach)
Q Day nha c¢6 hai hay nhiéu cin ho hoic cong do
O Nha di dong
O Dang khac

D5. Can nha, can hd hay nha di dong nay...
Q Cho thué lay tién mat hay cho & khong l4y tién?
O Do quy vi hay nguoi khac trong nha nay sé hitu tra
tién vay mua nha hay da tra xong?

Dé6. Chi phi gia cw hang thang cia quy vi khoing bao nhiéu
(bao gbm tién thué, tién vay mua nha, thué thé trach,
bao hiém bét dong san va phi hji gia chi (Homeowners’
association, hay HOA)?

Q Chua dén $300 mét thang

Q $300 dén $599 mot thang

Q $600 dén $999 mot thang

Q $1,000 dén $1,499 mot thang
QO $1,500 dén $2,499 mot thang
Q $2,500 hay nhidu hon mét thang

D7. Quy vi c6 con nao tir 17 tudi tré' xudng sdng chung
trong nha khong?

O Khéng O Co

D8. C6 phai quy vi hay than quyén khac trong gia dinh tir 65
tuoi tré 1én khong?

O Khong O Co

D9.

Quy vi wéc tinh téng lgi tirc truéc thué cia gia dinh minh
s& la bao nhiéu cho nam hién tai? (Xin tinh téng lgi tirc tir
tit ca cac ngudn cho tit ca nhitng ngudi séng trong gia
dinh caa quy vi.)

Q Chua dén $24,999

O $25,000 dén $49,999

Q $50,000 dén $99,999

O $100,000 dén $149,999

Q $150,000 hay nhiéu hon

Xin tra loi ca hai cau héi D10 va D11:

D12

D10. Quy vi c6 phai la nguéi Tay Ban Nha, Tay B6 Nha
hay La Tinh khong?
QO Khong, khdng phai Tay Ban Nha, Tay B Nha hay
La Tinh
O Phai, t6i cho [a minh 1a nguoi Tay Ban Nha, Tay
B Nha hay La Tinh

D11. Chiing tdc ciia quy vi la gi? (Panh diu vao mdt hay
nhiéu chiing toc hon dé néu rd quy vi la chiing téc
nao.)

O Nguoi My da do hay Alaska ban x&
Q A Chau, A An hay quan dio Thai Binh Duong
QO Da Den hoic My gbc Phi Chau

QO Da tring
O Dang khac
. Quy vi thugc nhém tudi nao?
QO 18-24 tubi O 55-64 tudi
Q 25-34 tubi Q 65-74 tudi
O 35-44 tubi Q 75 tudi tré 1én
Q 45-54 tubi

D13. Gioi tinh caa quy vi la gi?
O N O Nam
D14. Quy vi c6 dwoc ghi danh bau cir tai noi cw ngu ciia minh
khong? _
O Khéng O Khong du tiéu chuin bau cur
QCo O Khong biét
D15. Nhiéu ngudi khong cé thoi gian dé di bau trong cac cuéc
bau cir. ‘ 4
Quy vi c6 di bau trong lan tong tuyén cir vira qua
khong? _
O Khoéng QO Khong du tieu chuin di bau
QCo O Khong biét
D16. Quy vi c6 dién thoai di dong khong?
O Khong O Co
D17. Quy vi c6 dién thoai dé ban tai gia khong?
O Khong O Co
D18. Néu quy vi c6 dién thoai di dong Ian dién thoai dé ban,

thi s6 di¢n thoai nao la sb chanh ciia quy vi?
O Di dong O Dién thoai dé ban O Ca hai

Cam on quy vi da dién vao bin khio sat nay. Xin géi lai ban khio sat da dién vao trong bao thw da tra cwéc phi dén:
National Research Center, Inc., PO Box 549, Belle Mead, NJ 08502

Trang 5 trén 5
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UNDERSTANDING THE BENCHMARK
COMPARISONS

COMPARISON DATA

NRC’s database of comparative resident opinion is comprised of resident perspectives gathered in
citizen surveys from approximately 500 jurisdictions whose residents evaluated local government
services and gave their opinion about the quality of community life. The comparison evaluations
are from the most recent survey completed in each jurisdiction; most communities conduct surveys
every year or in alternating years. NRC adds the latest results quickly upon survey completion,
keeping the benchmark data fresh and relevant.

The jurisdictions in the database represent a wide geographic and population range as shown in the
table below.

Jurisdiction Characteristic Percent of Jurisdictions |

Region

West Coast’ 16%
West? 21%
North Central West> 11%
North Central East* 13%
South Central® 7%
South® 26%
Northeast West’ 2%
Northeast East® 4%
Population

Less than 40,000 45%
40,000 to 74,999 20%
75,000 to 149,000 17%
150,000 or more 19%

! Alaska, Washington, Oregon, California, Hawaii

2 Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, Nevada, Arizona, New Mexico

3 North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas, lowa, Missouri, Minnesota

*llinois, Indiana, Ohio, Michigan, Wisconsin

> Oklahoma, Texas, Louisiana, Arkansas

% West Virginia, Virginia, Kentucky, Tennessee, Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, Florida, South Carolina, North Carolina, Maryland,
Delaware, Washington DC

7 New York, Pennsylvania, New Jersey

8 Connecticut, Rhode Island, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Vermont, Maine

The National Citizen Survey™
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PUTTING EVALUATIONS ONTO THE 100-POINT SCALE

Although responses to many of the evaluative questions were made on a four point scale with 1
representing the best rating and 4 the worst, the benchmarks are reported on a common scale
where 0 is the worst possible rating and 100 is the best possible rating. The 95 percent confidence
interval around an average score on the 100-point scale is no greater than plus or minus four points
based on all respondents.

The 100-point scale is not a percent. It is a conversion of responses to an average rating. Each
response option is assigned a value that is used in calculating the average score. For example,
“excellent” =100, “good” =67, “fair”=33 and “poor” =0. If everyone reported “excellent,” then the
average rating would be 100 on the 100-point scale. Likewise, if all respondents gave a “poor”, the
result would be 0 on the 100-point scale. If half the respondents gave a score of “excellent” and
half gave a score of “poor,” the average would be in the middle of the scale (like the center post of
a teeter totter) between “fair” and “good.” An example of how to convert survey frequencies into an
average rating appears below.

Example of Converting Responses to the 100-point Scale

How do you rate the community as a place to live?
Total Step 2: Step 4: Sum
Total with | Step1: Remove the without Assign Step 3: Multiply to calculate
Response “don’t percent of “don’t “don’t scale the percent by the average
option know” know” responses know” values the scale value rating
Excellent 36% =36+ (100-5)= 38% 100 =38% x 100 = 38
Good 42% =42+(100-5) = 44% 67 =44% x 67 = 30
Fair 12% =12+(100-5)= 13% 33 =13% x33 = 4
Poor 5% =5+(100-5)= 5% 0 =5%x0 = 0
Don’t know 5% -
Total 100% 100% 72
How do you rate the community as a place to live?
5% 13% 44% 38%
| | | |
| | | |
0 33 67 79 100
Poor Fair Good Excellent

The National Citizen Survey™
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INTERPRETING THE RESULTS

Average ratings are compared when similar questions are included in NRC’s database, and there
are at least five jurisdictions in which the question was asked. Where comparisons are available,
three numbers are provided in the table. The first column is your jurisdiction’s rating on the 100-
point scale. The second column is the rank assigned to your jurisdiction’s rating among
jurisdictions where a similar question was asked. The third column is the number of jurisdictions
that asked a similar question. The final column shows the comparison of your jurisdiction’s average
rating to the benchmark.

Where comparisons for quality ratings were available, the City of San José’s results were generally
noted as being “above” the benchmark, “below” the benchmark or “similar” to the benchmark. For
some questions — those related to resident behavior, circumstance or to a local problem — the
comparison to the benchmark is designated as “more,” “similar” or “less” (for example, the percent
of crime victims, residents visiting a park or residents identifying code enforcement as a problem.)
In instances where ratings are considerably higher or lower than the benchmark, these ratings have
been further demarcated by the attribute of “much,” (for example, “much less” or “much above”).
These labels come from a statistical comparison of the City of San José's rating to the benchmark
where a rating is considered “similar” if it is within the margin of error; “above,” “below,” “more”
or “less” if the difference between your jurisdiction’s rating and the benchmark is greater the
margin of error; and “much above,” “much below,” “much more” or “much less” if the difference
between your jurisdiction’s rating and the benchmark is more than twice the margin of error.

n u

This report contains benchmarks at the national level.

The National Citizen Survey™
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NATIONAL BENCHMARK COMPARISONS

Overall Community Quality Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to

average rating | Rank Comparison benchmark
Overall quality of life in San José 55 299 338 Much below
Your neighborhood as place to live 58 229 254 Much below
San José as a place to live 62 237 295 Much below
Recommend living in San José to
someone who asks 64 146 166 Much below
Remain in San José for the next five
years 77 79 166 Similar

Community Transportation Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to

rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Ease of car travel in San José 40 221 240 Much below
Ease of bus travel in San José 47 78 176 Similar
Ease of rail travel in San José 49 26 49 Similar
Ease of bicycle travel in San
José 41 162 238 Below
Ease of walking in San José 46 188 243 Much below
Availability of paths and
walking trails 44 121 161 Much below
Traffic flow on major streets 29 189 201 Much below

Frequency of Bus Use Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Ridden a local bus within
San José 42 23 150 Much more

Drive Alone Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions Comparison to
average rating = Rank for Comparison benchmark
Average percent of work commute
trips made by driving alone 76 86 156 Similar

The National Citizen Survey™
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Transportation and Parking Services Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to

rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Street repair 29 299 334 Much below
Street cleaning 44 215 250 Much below
Street lighting 45 226 261 Much below
Sidewalk maintenance 39 193 229 Much below
Traffic signal timing 41 172 200 Below
Bus or transit services 49 110 188 Similar
Amount of public
parking 38 156 184 Much below

Housing Characteristics Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Availability of affordable
quality housing 27 224 256 Much below
Variety of housing options 46 121 153 Below

Housing Costs Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions Comparison to
average rating | Rank for Comparison benchmark
Experiencing housing costs stress
(housing costs 30% or MORE of income) 59 2 162 Much more

Built Environment Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Quality of new development
in San José 52 123 224 Similar
Overall appearance of San
José 51 202 270 Much below

Population Growth Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Population growth seen as
too fast 63 33 217 Much more

The National Citizen Survey™
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Nuisance Problems Benchmarks

Number of Jurisdictions
for Comparison

San José

average rating | Rank

Comparison to
benchmark

Run down buildings, weed lots and junk

vehicles seen as a "major" problem 11 101 218

Similar

Planning and Community Code Enforcement Services Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
average rating | Rank Comparison benchmark
Land use, planning and zoning 40 174 251 Below
Code enforcement (weeds,
abandoned buildings, etc.) 35 242 294 Much below
Animal control 47 203 257 Below

Economic Sustainability and Opportunities Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions Comparison to
average rating | Rank for Comparison benchmark
Employment opportunities 43 68 248 Much above
Shopping opportunities 67 31 245 Much above
San José as a place to work 56 105 263 Above
Overall quality of business and service
establishments in San José 55 88 152 Similar

Economic Development Services Benchmarks

Number of Jurisdictions for
Comparison

San José average

rating Rank

Comparison to
benchmark

Economic

development 38 184 238

Below

Job and Retail Growth Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for

Comparison to

rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Retail growth seen as
too slow 25 154 216 Much less
Jobs growth seen as too
slow 81 83 219 More

Personal Economic Future Benchmarks

Number of Jurisdictions for
Comparison

San José average

rating Rank

Comparison to
benchmark

Positive impact of economy on

household income 16 100 211

Similar

The National Citizen Survey™
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Community and Personal Public Safety Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
In your neighborhood during the
day 81 234 269 Below
In your neighborhood after dark 62 226 266 Much below
In San José's downtown area
during the day 70 228 239 Much below
In San José's downtown area
after dark 35 237 247 Much below
Violent crime (e.g., rape, assault,
robbery) 55 227 246 Much below
Property crimes (e.g., burglary,
theft) 48 217 246 Much below
Environmental hazards,
including toxic waste 65 148 163 Much below
Crime Victimization and Reporting Benchmarks
San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Victim of crime 12 110 216 Similar
Reported
crimes 71 169 215 Much less
Public Safety Services Benchmarks
San José Number of
average Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Police services 56 295 323 Much below
Fire services 70 251 272 Below
Ambulance or emergency medical services 71 206 271 Below
Crime prevention 43 248 271 Much below
Fire prevention and education 53 215 223 Much below
Traffic enforcement 49 262 288 Much below
Emergency preparedness (services that prepare
the community for natural disasters or other
emergency situations) 39 168 173 Much below

The National Citizen Survey™
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Contact with Police and Fire Departments Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions Comparison to

average rating = Rank for Comparison benchmark
Had contact with the City of San José
Police Department 28 44 46 Much less
Overall impression of most recent contact
with the City of San José Police Department 56 53 57 Much below
Had contact with the City of San José Fire
Department 15 13 37 Similar
Overall impression of most recent contact
with the City of San José Fire Department 62 41 42 Much below

Community Environment Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions Comparison to

average rating = Rank for Comparison benchmark
Cleanliness of San José 49 140 163 Much below
Quiality of overall natural environment in
San José 46 152 160 Much below
Preservation of natural areas such as
open space, farmlands and greenbelts 42 143 159 Much below
Air quality 46 176 197 Much below

Frequency of Recycling Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Recycled used paper, cans or
bottles from your home 96 19 203 Much more

Utility Services Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Sewer services 54 213 241 Much below
Drinking water 48 191 238 Much below
Storm drainage 50 179 276 Similar
Yard waste pick-
up 64 112 198 Similar
Recycling 66 151 264 Similar
Garbage
collection 63 245 281 Below
Community Recreational Opportunities Benchmarks
San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Recreation
opportunities 53 163 253 Below

The National Citizen Survey™
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Participation in Parks and Recreation Opportunities Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Used San José recreation centers 49 140 176 Much less
Participated in a recreation
program or activity 39 172 206 Much less
Visited a neighborhood park or
City park 86 108 212 Similar

Parks and Recreation Services Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
City parks 58 235 261 Much below
Recreation programs or
classes 50 254 272 Much below
Recreation centers or
facilities 50 200 222 Much below

Cultural and Educational Opportunities Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Opportunities to attend
cultural activities 60 63 254 Much above
Educational opportunities 52 137 213 Below

Participation in Cultural and Educational Opportunities Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
average rating | Rank Comparison benchmark
Used San José public libraries or
their services 74 79 187 Similar
Participated in religious or spiritual
activities in San José 49 74 111 Similar

Cultural and Educational Services Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Public library
services 62 230 253 Much below

The National Citizen Survey™
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Community Health and Wellness Access and Opportunities Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Availability of affordable
quality health care 35 193 210 Much below
Availability of affordable
quality food 51 121 152 Below

Community Quality and Inclusiveness Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions Comparison to

average rating | Rank for Comparison benchmark
Sense of community 41 249 256 Much below
Openness and acceptance of the
community toward people of diverse
backgrounds 59 86 230 Similar
Availability of affordable quality child care 28 193 203 Much below
San José as a place to raise kids 52 255 291 Much below
San José as a place to retire 31 277 280 Much below

Services Provided for Population Subgroups Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Services to seniors 50 204 254 Much below
Services to youth 39 204 234 Much below
Services to low income
people 46 95 207 Similar

Civic Engagement Opportunities Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Opportunities to participate in
community matters 52 112 155 Below
Opportunities to volunteer 64 80 157 Similar

The National Citizen Survey™
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Participation in Civic Engagement Opportunities Benchmarks
San José Number of
average Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark

Attended a meeting of local elected officials or
other local public meeting 18 201 214 Much less
Watched a meeting of local elected officials or
other public meeting on cable television, the
Internet or other media 27 148 171 Much less
Volunteered your time to some group or activity
in San José 37 151 215 Much less
Participated in a club or civic group in San José 27 83 132 Similar
Provided help to a friend or neighbor 94 75 130 Similar

Voter Behavior Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Registered to vote 69 217 222 Much less
Voted in last general
election 66 183 221 Much less

Use of Information Sources Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Visited the City of San José
Web site 58 95 153 Similar

Local Government Media Services and Information Dissemination Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Public information
services 47 221 243 Much below

Social Engagement Opportunities Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions Comparison to
average rating = Rank for Comparison benchmark
Opportunities to participate in social
events and activities 54 97 156 Similar
Opportunities to participate in religious
or spiritual events and activities 60 109 126 Below

The National Citizen Survey™
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Contact with Immediate Neighbors Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
average rating | Rank Comparison benchmark
Has contact with neighbors at least
several times per week 38 139 148 Much less

Public Trust Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions Comparison to

average rating | Rank for Comparison benchmark
Value of services for the taxes paid to
San José 35 290 306 Much below
The overall direction that San José is
taking 39 238 267 Much below
Job San José government does at
welcoming citizen involvement 42 214 275 Below
Overall image or reputation of San
José 50 190 251 Much below

Services Provided by Local, State and Federal Governments Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to

average rating | Rank Comparison benchmark
Services provided by the City of
San José 47 307 330 Much below
Services provided by the Federal
Government 39 158 226 Similar
Services provided by the State
Government 35 204 227 Much below
Services provided by Santa Clara
County Government 45 107 143 Below

Contact with City Employees Benchmarks

San José Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
average rating = Rank Comparison benchmark
Had contact with City employee(s)
in last 12 months 32 241 245 Much less

Perceptions of City Employees (Among Those Who Had Contact) Benchmarks

San José average Number of Jurisdictions for Comparison to
rating Rank Comparison benchmark
Knowledge 63 241 274 Below
Responsiveness 55 267 274 Much below
Courteousness 58 226 231 Much below
Overall
impression 54 292 302 Much below

The National Citizen Survey™
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JURISDICTIONS INCLUDED IN NATIONAL BENCHMARK COMPARISONS

Valdez, AK
Auburn, AL
Gulf Shores, AL
Tuskegee, AL ....ccouvvieeeieeieieeeeee e
Vestavia Hills, AL
Fayetteville, AR ..........ccovvviiiiiiiieei e
Little ROCk, AR ....evvvveeeiiiieeieeeeeeeeeeee e
Avondale, AZ
Casa Grande, AZ.......cooovvueeeeeeeeeciieeeeeeeeeeiinnens
Chandler, AZ ........cooeeeveeeeeeeeeeeee e
Cococino County, AZ
Dewey-Humboldt, AZ
Flagstaff, AZ .....ccccovveeeiiiiieennn.

FIOreNCe, AZ ....coooeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e
Gilbert, AZ ...
Goodyear, AZ
Green Valley, AZ ......ccoooovieiiiiiiciieeeeieeees
Kingman, AZ.......cooooeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee,
Marana, AZ
Maricopa County, AZ .....ccccoviviiieeeiinnninnnes 3,817,117
MESQ, AZ .ot 439,041
Peoria, AZ.....ceeeeieeeieeeeeeeeee e 154,065
Phoenix, AZ............... 1,445,632
Pinal County, AZ .......ocoovuveeieiiiiieiiee e, 375,770
Prescott Valley, AZ ......ccocooevviiiiiiiieiiieee. 38,822
Queen Creek, AZ........ccoovuvieecieeeiiieeeeciee e 26,361
Scottsdale, AZ .
SEAONA, AZ ...
SUIPTISE, AZ ..o
Tempe, AZ .
YUMQA, AZ...oooeieeeeeeeeeee e 93,064
Yuma County, AZ ... 195,751
Apple Valley, CA
Benicia, CA................

Brea, CA .....cccceeeee.

Brisbane, CA.......cooovveiiiiiiieceeeeeee e
Burlingame, CA ........ccoooviiiiiieeeee e
Carlsbad, CA .
Chula Vista, CA ......oooveieeeeeeeeeeee e,
Concord, CA...ocvvviiiieecee e
Coronado, CA
Cupertino, CA
Davis, CA...ooeeeeeeeeeeeceee et
Del Mar, CA ..............

Dublin, CA ................

El Cerrito, CA.............

Elk Grove, CA
Galt, CA.oeeeeeee e
La Mesa, CA
Laguna Beach, CA.........ccooeevveeeiiieiee e, 22,723
Livermore, CA........oveieeiiieiiiiiieeeeeiieeeeee e 80,968
Lodi, CA
Long Beach, CA .......ccoeevieiiieiieceeee e 462,257
Lynwood, CA...cc.ooieeieiieieiiesieeieeie e

Menlo Park, CA .........

Mission Viejo, CA

Mountain View, CA.......cooeeeeieeiieieeeeeeeeeeeeeee,
Newport Beach, CA.... .
Palm Springs, CA......coovvieeeiieeeciee e
Palo Alto, CA...ccoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e
Poway, CA .
Rancho Cordova, CA.......ccooovvvveiiiiieeiiieeeeeen,
Richmond, CA
San Diego, CA
San Francisco, CA

San Luis Obispo County, CA 269,637
San Mateo, CA ......coooeeeeeeeeiennnn. ....97,207
San Rafael, CA............ ....57,713
Santa Monica, CA ....89,736
South Lake Tahoe, CA ........cooovvvvvieeeeeieiinnnenn. 21,403
Stockton, CA ....oooeiiiiieeeeeee e 291,707
Sunnyvale, CA 140,081
Temecula, CA......ooovviiiiiieeeeeeecee e 100,097
Thousand Oaks, CA........ccceevviiiiieiiiiceiee, 126,683
Visalia, CA 124,442
Walnut Creek, CA ......oooeviiieiieceeeeeeee 64,173
Adams County, CO ......coooveeeeiiieceeiieeeeee. 441,603
Arapahoe County, CO 572,003
Archuleta County, CO ... 12,084

Arvada, CO ...ccvveveiieeiiiieeeeee, .. 106,433
ASPEN, CO et
AUrora, CO..ovviiiiiiiieeieeeeeeeeeeeeee e,
Boulder, CO

Boulder County, CO........coevvvieviieeeciieeee. 294,567
Breckenridge, CO.....ccovviieciiiiiciieceeeeeee, 4,540
Broomfield, CO

Centennial, CO

Clear Creek County, CO....cccoveveeeiveiieiiieeeiiee, 9,088
Colorado Springs, CO 416,427
Commerce City, CO..................... ....45,913
Craig, CO ittt 9,464
Crested Butte, CO .....cocovveeeiiieeiciieeeeieeeeee 1,487
Denver, CO..uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 600,158
Douglas County, CO .. 285,465
Durango, CO.....uuvveveeriiriiieiviieeeeeeeeeeeeeeaeeeeeeenees 16,887
Eagle County, CO...ccoocvvvieeiieecciieeeeeeeeee 52,197
Edgewater, CO

El Paso County, CO.......ooovevvveieiieecciieeeee. 622,263
Englewood, CO........ooevvvieeiieiiicceiee e,

Estes Park, CO............

Fort Collins, CO .........

Frisco, CO
Fruita, CO
Georgetown, CO....cooevvveiiiiiiieeeeeeeee
Gilpin County, CO
Golden, CO....ooeveeiieeeeee et
Grand County, CO
Greenwood Village, CO .
Gunnison County, CO......cccccoverniiiiiniiecennnen.
Highlands Ranch, CO........ccccociviininiienienene
Hot Sulphur Springs, CO
Hudson, CO ..oevveeiieiieeee e

The National Citizen Survey™
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Jackson County, CO.....ccovveeevvieeeciieeeciieeecne
Jefferson County, CO .
Lafayette, CO.....ocovveeeeireeeeereeeecieee e
Lakewood, CO......ceeevviiveeiiiiiieeeeecieeeeeeeea,
Larimer County, CO...
Lone Tree, CO............
Longmont, CO............
Louisville, CO............
Loveland, CO ............
Mesa County, CO ...... .
Montrose, CO ...uuvvvvveeeeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeas
Northglenn, CO ......oooovvviiiiiiiicieeeeeeeeee,
Park County, CO
Parker, CO ..o
Pitkin County, CO.......ccooveveeiiieeiieeeereee e,
Pueblo, CO
Salida, CO
Steamboat Springs, CO ...............
Sterling, CO ...ooovvveeeieeeeieeeee.
Summit County, CO .........ccceueee.
Teller County, CO
Thornton, CO ...ccovvveeeiieeeeeeceeeeee e
Westminster, CO
Wheat Ridge, CO
Windsor, CO ...
CoVventry, CT .ttt
Hartford, CT...............

Rehoboth Beach, DE..
Belleair Beach, FL......
Brevard County, FL ....
Cape Coral, FL........... .
Charlotte County, FL......cccocovviiiiiiiieieiieeens
Clearwater, FL........ccooviieiieieeiieecieeeciee s
Collier County, FL .
Cooper City, FL.ooooiiiiiiiiieee,
Coral Springs, FL....cccveveeeieeie e
Dania Beach, FL.........

Daytona Beach, FL.....

Delray Beach, FL........

Destin, FL ........vvveenee.

Escambia County, FL...................

Eustis, FL
Gainesville, FL
Hillsborough County, FL
Jupiter, FL
Kissimmee, FL........ccccooeeiiiiiieee,
Lee County, FL......uuueeeiiiiiiiieiiiiieeieaaes
Martin County, FL
Miami Beach, FL........

North Palm Beach, FL.................

Oakland Park, FL ......cccovvvveeeenn.

Ocala, FL ..ooveivennenes

Oldsmar, FL...............

OViedo, FL..ooiiieiieiieeiieeiee et
Palm Bay, FL....cooevieiiiiiieiieeeeeeee
Palm Beach County, FL
Palm Beach Gardens, FL
Palm Coast, FL......ccoveviieeiieciieciieeee e

City of San José | 2011

Panama City, FL.......oveiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieciieeeee e
Pasco County, FL
Pinellas County, FL
Pinellas Park, FL ........oooovvviiiiiiiiiieeeieeeeeee,
Port Orange, FL ..........

Port St. Lucie, FL.........

Sanford, FL .................

Sarasota, FL ................

Seminole, FL...............

South Daytona, FL......
St. Cloud, FLuuuiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeee e
Tallahassee, FL .......coooovvvveiiieiiieiieieeeeeeeeane

Titusville, FL
Volusia County, FL
Walton County, FL
Winter Garden, FL
Winter Park, FL...........

Albany, GA ...............

Alpharetta, GA ...........

Cartersville, GA...........

Conyers, GA...............
Decatur, GA .......oovviieiieeieieieeveeeveeeeeeeeeeaeeeeeeenee
McDonough, GA........coccvvieiiieieiee e,
Milton, GA
Peachtree City, GA
Roswell, GA ......oooviiiiieeeecee e
Sandy Springs, GA
Savannah, GA.............

Smyrna, GA................

Snellville, GA .............

Suwanee, GA .............

Valdosta, GA .............. .
Honolulu, Hl...ooooviiiiieee

Davenport, IA.............
Des Moines, |IA
Indianola, IA...............
Muscatine, IA .............
Urbandale, IA.............

Jerome, 1D
Meridian, ID........coooviiieiiiieeciee e,
MOSCOW, ID ...,
Post Falls, ID ..............
Twin Falls, ID .............
Batavia, IL...................
Bloomington, IL..........
Centralia, IL................
Collinsville, IL ............
Crystal Lake, L .cc.eovvirieniieenienieneeieeceieee
DeKalb, IL
Elmhurst, IL ....
Evanston, IL.....cooociiiiiiiiiiniiiiee e,
Freeport, IL......cooviiiiiiiiiiiceececceee e
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GUINEE, [L.oveveeiiieiiiieeeee e
Highland Park, IL
Lincolnwood, IL.........ooeeivieiiieeneciieiiiieeeeeee,
LYONS, TL e
Naperville, IL.............
Normal, IL..........c.......
Oak Park, IL...
O'Fallon, IL....
Palatine, IL.................
Park Ridge, IL.............
Peoria County, 1L ....cccuvvvieeiiiiiiiieeeee e,
Riverside, Il .....oeiiiieceeeee e
Sherman, IL
Shorewood, L. .....ooooeeeeiiieieieeeeecieeeeeee e
SKOKIE, TL ..o
Sugar Grove, IL
Wilmington, IL...........
Woodridge, IL............
Fishers, IN.......ooceennn.
Munster, IN
Noblesville, IN...........

Abilene, KS ..o
Arkansas City, KS......coooiiiiiiiiiiiceieeceee e
Fairway, KS
Garden City, KS ...oooeoiiiieieeeeeeee e
Gardner, KS ...
Johnson County, KS ...
Lawrence, KS.............
Merriam, KS................
Mission, KS ....
Olathe, KS..................
Overland Park, KS...... .
Roeland Park, KS ........cooviiiiiiicee
Saling, KS..ooo o
Wichita, KS .
Bowling Green, KY ......cccccooeviiiiieiiieeiiieeeee.
Daviess County, KY ....cccoooieiiiiiiieenee
New Orleans, LA
Andover, MA .............

Barnstable, MA ..........

Burlington, MA ..........

Cambridge, MA .........

Needham, MA ...........

Worcester, MA..........uuueerieeeieeeieeiieeneeeeeenneeneens
Baltimore, MD ......cccuvveeeeiiiiieeeee e,
Baltimore County, MD .
Dorchester County, MD..........cocovvieeciiieeenneennn,
Gaithersburg, MD .........oooviiiiiiiieceeecee e,
La Plata, MD .....coovuvveieiieeene.
Montgomery County, MD...........

Ocean City, MD ....ccccvvvvvvevreeennnn

Prince George's County, MD
Rockville, MD...........
Takoma Park, MD
SACO, ME oo
Scarborough, ME ........ccccceiviniiiniinieieneneeens
South Portland, ME ....
AnNn Arbor, MlL...ocoieieeiecieeeee e
Battle Creek, Ml ......cocveeviiiiiiiiieie e
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Escanaba, Ml .....cccvvvviiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee e,
Farmington Hills, MI... .
Flushing, MI ......ccoovviiiiiiiiieeccec e
Gladstone, Ml......cccoouvvveiiiiiiiciiiiie e
Howell, Ml .................
Jackson County, MI ...
Kalamazoo, Ml ........cccccovvevunnnnn...
Kalamazoo County, Ml................
Midland, Ml

Ottawa County, Ml......ccccevveeiiiiiiieeeeeeeinaes 263,801
Petoskey, Ml......cocouvieeoiiieiiiee e,

Port Huron, Ml .
Rochester, Ml .....cuvvvveiiiiieiiieeee e

Sault Sainte Marie, Ml ........cccoovvvviiiiieiiiinnnen.. 14,144
South Haven, Ml ......ccvvviiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee 4,403
Village of Howard City, Ml........ccccoeviiiiiennns 1,808
Blue Earth, MN . .....ovveiiiiiieeieeeee e 3,353
Carver County, MN ....
Chanhassen, MN ........
Dakota County, MN ... .
Duluth, MN L.
Fridley, MN ...
Hutchinson, MN .
Maple Grove, MN ......ccooociiiieeieee e 61,567
Mayer, MN ...,
Medina, MN................

Minneapolis, MN
Olmsted County, MN ..................
Scott County, MN................o.
St. Louis County, MN ..................
Washington County, MN
Woodbury, MN ...,
Blue Springs, MO ......c.ooovveiieeieeeeceeee e
Branson, MO .
Clay County, MO .......ccoovvieiiiecieecceeee.
Clayton, MO ......ccoovvieiiiiieeeceeeecee e
Ellisville, MO..............
Harrisonville, MO
Jefferson City, MO
Joplin, MO .................
Lee's Summit, MO
Liberty, MO ......ccoveieeiiieeiiieees
Maryland Heights, MO........cc.cccoeviiieiniicnen.
Maryville, MO .....cccvoeiiiieeiieeee e
Platte City, MO

Starkville, MS .
Billings, MT ................ 104,170
Bozeman, MT .... 37,280
Missoula, MT....ccoiiieeiieieeieee e

Asheville, NC.....c.ooovveviiiiieiecieeeecee e

Cabarrus County, NC
Cary, NC ..ot
Charlotte, NC .....ooovieiieeieecie e

The National Citizen Survey™

15



Concord, NC
Davidson, NC
High Point, NC ......cccoeooviiiiiieicee e
Hillsborough, NC.........ccocviiiiiiiiiieeecieeeeeee
Indian Trail, NC
Kannapolis, NC
Mecklenburg County, NC
Mooresville, NC........cccovvuvveerennn.
Wake Forest, NC
Wilmington, NC
Wahpeton, ND ........ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiee e
Cedar Creek, NE .....coooovveeiieeeeecieeeee e
Grand Island, NE
La Vista, NE ...
Dover, NH ..o
Lebanon, NH .............

Alamogordo, NM.......

Albuquerque, NM
Bloomfield, NM.........

Farmington, NM ........................

Los Alamos County, NM.............

Rio Rancho, NM .......cccooiiiiii e
San Juan County, NM .......cccccvvviviiiiiririiieeenns
Carson City, NV
Henderson, NV.......cccoooviiiiiiiiiiiie e
North Las Vegas, NV........cccooveeiiiieeicieeeenen.

Sparks, NV
Washoe County, NV ..
Canandaigua, NY.......
Geneva, NY ...............
New York City, NY ....
Ogdensburg, NY .....coooiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e
Blue Ash, OH
Delaware, OH
Dublin, OH ..o,
Kettering, OH .....coooviiiiiiiiieee
Lebanon, OH.............
Orange Village, OH...
Sandusky, OH............
Springboro, OH .........ccvveneneee.

Sylvania Township, OH...............

Upper Arlington, OH..................

Broken Arrow, OK .......ccccoeeeviiieiiiiieeieeeeien,
Edmond, OK......ooovviiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee

Albany, OR....
Ashland, OR

Eugene, OR................ .
Forest Grove, OR........ccooeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee,
Hermiston, OR......cccviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeiiieee,
Jackson County, OR... .
Keizer, OR ....ooiiiiiiiiiiieiiee e
Lane County, OR .....ccocoiiiniiiiiiiicinieceee
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McMinnville, OR
Medford, OR .
Multnomah County, OR.........coevvvieeiiieeenns
Portland, OR .....ccovvviiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e
Springfield, OR
Tualatin, OR...............
Borough of Ebensburg, PA
Cumberland County, PA..............

Kutztown Borough, PA ................
Philadelphia, PA........cceeeennnee.

State College, PA .......cooovvvvieeiiieeiee e
East Providence, Rl.........ccoovvvviiiiiiiiiiiineeneeen,
Newport, Rl .
ROCK Hill, SC.ieeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeee e
Rapid City, SD...ccvveeeiieieeeeecee e
Sioux Falls, SD ...........

Cookeville, TN ...........

Johnson City, TN
Nashville, TN .............
Oak Ridge, TN ...........
White House, TN
Arlington, TX ..o
AUSEIN, TX oo
Benbrook, TX .
Bryan, TX ..o
Colleyville, TX ..o
Corpus Christi, TX
Dallas, TX.....ccoovvveeneen.
Denton, TX
Duncanville, TX .........
El Paso, TX ...ccovveunnnens
Flower Mound, TX
Fort Worth, TX....oooiiiiiiiieeeeeee e
Georgetown, TX ..oooeieeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee
Grand Prairie, TX
Houston, TX ....oeiiiiiiieeeeecee e,

League City, TX
McAllen, TX ...............

San Marcos, TX....oouieeeeeeeeeceee e,
Shenandoah, TX ....ccoovvviiiiiiiiiieee e
Southlake, TX .............
Sugar Land, TX ...........
Temple, TX . oooeveeenee.
Tomball, TX....cuuee.....
Westlake, TX ..............
Farmington, UT ..........
Park City, UT ..cooiiiiiiinieieeenienieeeeecee e
Provo, UT ...
Riverdale, UT
Salt Lake City, UT.cc.eevieeieiieiiiiecieeeieeee
Sandy, UT oot
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Saratoga Springs, UT ......ccceeeieeerciiieeeee e 17,781
Springyville, UT
Washington City, UT .....cooovieiiiieeiiiieeceieeeee
Albemarle County, VA .......ccooovviiiiiieeeeieeee
Arlington County, VA ................

Ashland, VA.....cccooveeiiiiiiin.

Blacksburg, VA .......cccoevviiene.

Botetourt County, VA..................

Chesapeake, VA.......c.ccccovvvennen.

Chesterfield County, VA ............. .
Fredericksburg, VA .......ccccoovviiiiiiieeeeeee.
Hampton, VAL,
Hanover County, VA..
Herndon, VA ...
Hopewell, VA ......ccovviiiiiee e,
James City County, VA................

Lexington, VA .....cccccceveeevcirienennn.

Lynchburg, VA
Montgomery County, VA ............
Newport News, VA.......ocuvneeeeen.
Prince William County, VA .
Purcellville, VA ...
Radford, VA ......ooooiiieieeee e
Roanoke, VA
Spotsylvania County, VA.........cccccevevieeninenne
Stafford County, VA ......ccooiiiiiiieiiiiee e,
Virginia Beach, VA ....
Williamsburg, VA ......
York County, VA......ccoceeevireeenns
Chittenden County, VT
Montpelier, VT...........
Airway Heights, WA ..
Auburmn, WA ..o
Bellevue, WA........ooooeieieeeeeee e
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Bellingham, WA ...
Clark County, WA
Federal Way, WA
Gig Harbor, WA ........oooiiiiieeeeee e
Hoquiam, WA ............

Kirkland, WA..............

Kitsap County, WA
Lynnwood, WA ..........

Maple Valley, WA ...........cccu.....
Mountlake Terrace, WA .
Olympia, WA ..o

Renton, WA ...
Snoqualmie, WA ........ccoiiiiiiieee e,
Spokane Valley, WA...
Tacoma, WA ..............
Vancouver, WA...........
West Richland, WA ....
Woodland, WA ..........
Columbus, WI ............
De Pere, Wl ....uveeeeeeeiieieieeeeeeees
Eau Claire, Wl ....ccoeeeeeiiieiieecciee e
Madison, WI .
Merrill, Wl..ooooieioeieeeeeeee e
OShkosh, W .....coooviiiiiiiieeeceee e
Racine, Wi..................

Wausau, WI....
Wind Point, WI ..........
Morgantown, WV
Cheyenne, WY ...........

Gillette, WY ...............
Laramie, WY ......uueueiieieieeiieeieeieeeeneennennnennnnnnneees
Teton County, WY ...coovvviiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees
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